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Dear Reader/ Interested Party: 
 
I am pleased to announce the availability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the Silver State Solar South Project and Las Vegas Field Office Resource Management Plan 
Amendment, for permitting of solar energy resources. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Las 
Vegas Field Office has prepared this Draft Supplemental EIS in response to right-of-way applications 
submitted by Silver State Solar Power South, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of First Solar, Inc., to 
construct and operate a 350-megawatt photovoltaic solar plant and associated facilities on public lands 
approximately 2 miles east of Primm, in southern Clark County, Nevada. Cooperating Agencies for this 
Draft Supplemental EIS include the Environmental Protection Agency, National Park Service, Clark 
County Department of Aviation, and Nevada Division of Wildlife. 
 
The purpose of this Supplemental EIS is to assist BLM in its decision-making process with respect to the 
requested right-of-way. This Draft Supplemental EIS considers the expected environmental effects 
associated with granting the right-of-way on public land and subsequent construction and operation of the 
Silver State Solar South Project. This document also considers the effects of potential amendments to the 
Las Vegas Field Office Resource Management Plan that would be needed to approve the Project. The 
BLM is interested in your review and comment on the accuracy and completeness of this document. The 
Draft Supplemental EIS will be available for review for 90 calendar days from the date the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency publishes the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register.  
 
The BLM intends to hold public meetings in Nevada during the 90-day comment period. The BLM will 
announce all public meeting times and locations at least 15 days in advance through public notices, media 
news releases, or mailings. In addition, information will be posted online at the BLM website: 
http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en.html. The Draft Supplemental EIS will be available on the internet at 
http://blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy.html, as well as in the public room in the BLM 
Southern Nevada District Office. A Final Supplemental EIS will be prepared that will consider comments 
received during the 90-day comment period. 
 
Comments should be sent to: 
Attn: Greg Helseth 
Renewable Energy Project Manager 
4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89130 
FAX: 702.515.5023 
Email: ghelseth@blm.gov 
 
Enclosure: 
As stated 
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Abstract 
 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Las Vegas Field Office (LVFO) has prepared this 
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement to address new information associated with 
the project analyzed in the Final EIS for the Silver State Solar Energy Project (BLM 2010). 
These changes comprise 1) modified layouts of the solar arrays and appurtenant facilities 
identified as Phases II and III in the BLM’s 2010 Final EIS; 2) amendments to the LVFO 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) that are required to approve the Project as proposed, as it 
would be out of compliance with the existing RMP; and 3) consideration of comments received 
during scoping for the Supplemental EIS.  

The 2010 Final EIS provided an analysis of proposed development within a 7,925-acre right-of-
way (ROW) application area. In early 2011, Silver State submitted a ROW application 
(designated as NVN-089530) for the Silver State Solar South Project encompassing an additional 
5,610 acres of BLM-administered public lands. This area includes 5,069 additional acres 
immediately north of the previously analyzed ROW application area and a 541-acre area 
immediately west. This additional acreage allowed the development of site layout alternatives for 
the Silver State Solar South Project to avoid impacts to interstate drainages, reduce impacts to 
desert tortoise and other special status species, and minimize impacts to recreational areas in the 
Jean Lake/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA).  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 
The Southern Nevada District, Las Vegas Field Office (LVFO), of the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) has prepared this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
the Silver State Solar South Project (Solar South Project). The Supplemental EIS addresses new 
information associated with the project analyzed in the Final EIS for the Silver State Solar 
Energy Project (BLM 2010). These changes comprise modified layouts of the solar arrays and 
appurtenant facilities identified as Phases II and III in the BLM’s 2010 Final EIS and an 
alternative developed in consideration of comments received during scoping for the 
Supplemental EIS.  

In consideration of current BLM management objectives in the area, the Supplemental EIS 
evaluates the proposed project in the context of an amendment to the BLM’s LVFO Resource 
Management Plan (BLM 1998). The plan amendment considers proposed land and resource use 
changes within the Jean Lake/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) that 
would be required to allow construction and operation of the Silver State Solar South Project.  

Silver State Solar Power South, LLC (a wholly owned subsidiary of First Solar, Inc., hereafter 
referred to as Silver State) proposes to construct own, and operate a 350 megawatt (MW) 
alternating current (AC)1 (nominal plant capacity) solar PV generating facility referred to as the 
Silver State Solar South Project. The 350 MWAC facility was previously analyzed in the 2010 
Final EIS (BLM 2010) as Phases II and III. The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final EIS, 
signed on October 12, 2010, authorized only the first phase (Phase I) of Project development, 
which became the 50 MWAC Silver State Solar North Project. With regard to the remaining 
350 MWAC of proposed development, the ROD stated that subsequent phases (i.e., Phases II and 
III) may require supplemental analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and additional public involvement.  

The 2010 Final EIS provided an analysis of proposed development within a 7,925-acre right-of-
way (ROW) application area. In early 2011, Silver State submitted a ROW application 
(designated as NVN-089530) for the Silver State Solar South Project encompassing an additional 
5,610 acres of BLM-administered public lands. This area includes 5,069 additional acres 
immediately north of the previously analyzed ROW application area and a 541-acre area 
immediately west. This additional acreage allowed the development of site layout alternatives for 
the Silver State Solar South Project to avoid impacts to interstate drainages, reduce impacts to 
desert tortoise and other special status species, and minimize impacts to recreational areas in the 
Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA.  

                                                 
1 Nominal plant capacity refers to generation and delivery of power under ideal conditions. The capacity of any solar 
energy facility is dependent on many factors and changes over a course of a day, a season, or year regardless of the 
technology, geographic location, or design. The nominal capacity of 350 MWAC is understood to mean the peak 
power-generating capacity of the facility expressed in watts minus all auxiliary, internal (parasitic) loads. In this 
document, MWAC is used synonymously with MW.  
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Of the previously analyzed 7,925-acre ROW application area, 7,373 acres is included in the 
ROW application for Silver State Solar South. An additional 200-acre ROW application was 
submitted under number NVN-090823, bringing the entire ROW application area to 13,184 
acres. The final footprint for the Silver State Solar South Project will be between 2,500 acres and 
3,900 acres in size, depending on the alternative chosen and the final site configuration. If 
approved, the remaining acreage within the larger ROW application area would be relinquished 
and the ROW grant would only be issued for lands needed for project development.  

The 1998 LVFO Resource Management Plan (RMP) is currently being revised. The BLM began 
the process of formally updating the RMP in 2010, and expects to complete the update in late 
2013. Because the proposed Project is time-sensitive and would be out of conformance with 
some management goals of the 1998 RMP, the BLM must amend the existing LVFO RMP to 
accommodate the proposed Project. Specifically, the Supplemental EIS analyzes a reduction in 
the size of the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA, and revisions to the Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) for the area from a VRM Class III to a VRM Class IV.  

In addition, the analysis in this Supplement EIS considers an Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) nomination brought forth during scoping. The ACEC nomination includes 
98,300 acres of land in Nevada and 31,079 acres in California. The BLM has determined that 
40,180 acres of the nominated area within Nevada meets the criteria for both relevance and 
importance to be considered in this Supplemental EIS. The larger ACEC nomination area will be 
addressed through the LVFO RMP revision process. BLM is analyzing whether the portion of 
the ACEC within the project footprint would be appropriate in this SEIS/RMP Amendment 
because approval of the ROW application could foreclose future options regarding the proposed 
ACEC within the project footprint. As noted, that portion of the proposed ACEC not considered 
in this SEIS/ Proposed RMP Amendment will be analyzed and considered in the LVFO RMP 
revision or the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) currently in progress in 
California.. Analysis of the 40,180-acre ACEC has been included as part of Alternative D in this 
Supplemental EIS, and details about the plan amendment and ACEC processes are described in 
Section 2.3.5.  

BLM’S PURPOSE AND NEED 
In accordance with Section 103(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 
1976, public lands are to be managed for multiple uses that take into account the long-term needs 
of future generations for renewable and non-renewable resources. The Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to grant ROWs on public lands for systems of generation, transmission, and 
distribution of electrical energy (Section 501(a)(4)). Taking into account the BLM’s multiple-use 
mandate, the BLM’s purpose and need for this action is to respond to Silver State’s application 
under Title V of FLPMA (43 U.S. Code [USC] § 1761) for a ROW grant to construct, operate, 
maintain, and decommission a solar generation power plant and ancillary facilities in compliance 
with Title II of FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, the BLM NEPA Handbook, and other 
applicable Federal and State laws and policies.  

The BLM will decide whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a 
ROW grant to the Applicant for the Silver State Solar South Project. Modifications may include 
the proposed use or location of the proposed facilities (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
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2805.10(a)(1)). The BLM will also consider a concurrent amendment of the LVFO RMP to: 1)  
reduce the size of the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA to ensure that the ROW action proposed in 
Silver State’s application decisions is in conformance with the existing LVFO RMP and to 
ensure a balanced use of the public lands and the resources affected by those uses; 2) revise the 
VRM classification of lands within the project footprint to ensure management is in conformance 
with existing LVFO RMP decisions; and 3) respond to a citizen-proposed  ACEC nomination 
and identify management prescriptions for a portion of the proposed ACEC nomination area. 

APPLICANT’S OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The Applicant’s objective is to construct, operate, maintain and eventually decommission a 350-
MWAC utility-scale solar PV project within the State of Nevada, south of Las Vegas, where it can 
interconnect directly into both the Nevada and California transmission systems. The Applicant’s 
specific objectives for the project include: 

 To construct and operate a cost-competitive solar energy facility using First Solar’s 
proven thin-film PV technology to provide a renewable and reliable source of power; 

 To locate the project on contiguous lands with high solar insolation and relatively flat 
terrain at sufficient scale to maximize operational efficiency while minimizing 
environmental impacts and water use; 

 To minimize environmental impacts and land disturbance by locating the project near 
existing transmission infrastructure and roads and by avoiding sensitive environmental 
areas, recreational resources and wildlife habitats (e.g., Desert Wildlife Management 
Areas [DWMA], Areas of Critical Environmental Concern [ACEC], designated 
Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas, and other restrictive land use designations); 
and 

 To develop a source of renewable electric power that can be placed into service in an 
expeditious manner by interconnecting to the existing transmission grid at a substation 
location with existing capacity. 

 The proposed Project could potentially help displace older fossil-fuel electric generating 
facilities with clean, renewable power, which would contribute to the reduction of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In addition, the proposed Project would further the 
objectives of the federal government to eliminate or reduce GHG emissions and promote 
the deployment of renewable energy technologies.   

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
Initiation of the EIS process and the public scoping meetings were announced through the 
Federal Register, BLM media releases, direct mailings, and postings on the BLM Project 
website. These activities are described below.  
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Federal Register Notice of Intent 
The BLM Federal Register Notice of Intent, published on September 1, 2011 (Volume 76, 
Number 170, Pages 54483-54484), marked the beginning of the public scoping period for the 
Project SEIS. The 60-day scoping period was announced as ending on October 31, 2011. Three 
scoping meetings were held from September 27 through September 29, 2011.  

Media Release 
The BLM prepared a media release to introduce the Project, announce the initial scoping 
meetings, and invite the public to provide input. The news release was issued on September 1, 
2011 to local and regional newspapers, congressional offices, television stations, and radio 
stations. In addition, paid advertisements were published in the Las Vegas Review-Journal and 
the Pahrump Valley Times. 

Direct Mailings 
A public scoping notice was prepared and mailed to inform the public about the scoping process 
for the preparation of the SEIS and the scheduled scoping meetings. The public was invited to 
participate in the scoping process and to share any concerns or comments, submit information, 
and identify issues to be addressed during the SEIS process. The notice was mailed to federal, 
state, and local agencies; elected officials; Native American tribes; special interest groups and 
organizations; and the general public, during the week of September 7, 2011. The distribution list 
included 1,071 notices, and was compiled from a list of individuals, organizations, and agencies 
who had expressed interest in other BLM LVFO projects.  

Public and Agency Scoping Meetings  
The BLM held three public scoping meetings to identify issues and concerns regarding the 
proposed Project. These scoping meetings provided an opportunity for the public to learn about 
the proposed Project and to provide comments: 

 Primm, NV – September 27, 2011: 7 attendees 

 Las Vegas, NV – September 28, 2011: 30 attendees 

 Jean, NV – September 29, 2011: 6 attendees 

Comments During the Public Scoping Period 
Approximately 208 comments were received during the scoping period, which related to the 
following topics: 

• NEPA and NEPA Process: 12 
comments 

• Alternatives: 25 comments 

• Air Quality: 4 comments 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Executive Summary 

• Climate Change: 5 comments 

• Cultural and Historic Resources: 5 
comments 

• Cumulative Impacts: 17 comments 

• Environmental Justice: 1 comments 

• Fire Management: 1 comment 

• Geology and Mineral Resources: 1 
comment 

• Hazardous Materials and Solid 
Waste: 2 comments 

• Land Use: 6 comments 

• Livestock Grazing: 1 comments 

• Noise: 2 comments 

• Noxious and Invasive Weed Control: 
5 comments 

• Project Design: 15 comments 

• Purpose and Need: 2 comments 

• Recreation: 25 comments 

• Socioeconomic Resources: 22 
comments 

• Soil Resources: 1 comment 

• Special Designation: 10 comments 

• Special Status Species: 26 comments 

• Travel Management and Off-
Highway Vehicle (OHV) Use: 33 
comments 

• Vegetation Resources: 3 comments 

• Visual Resources: 8 comments 

• Water Resources: 12 comments 

• Watershed Management: 2 
comments 

• Wildlife Resources: 10 comments 

• Other: 21 comments 

Public Involvement with the SEIS 
A minimum of 90 days will be provided for commenting on the Draft SEIS and Proposed RMP 
Amendment. BLM will review each comment and develop responses to all substantive 
comments based on guidance found in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 
(40 CFR 1503.4.) The public also will have an opportunity to review and comment on the Final 
SEIS when it is published.  

Information about all opportunities for public involvement, including announcements of public 
meetings and releases of documents for review, will be maintained on the following BLM website: 
(http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/Silver_State_Solar_South.html). 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

The Draft SEIS analyzes four alternatives, including the No Action Alternative (Alternative A) 
and three action alternatives. Alternative B is Silver State’s original proposal (as described in 
their Plan of Development dated July 2011). This alternative was introduced in initial scoping 
meetings and does not include perimeter roads. Alternative B would disturb up to 3,855 acres of 
Federal land. Alternative C would disturb up to 2,515 acres of Federal lands, and is the project 
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layout for Phases II and III that was previously evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS. Alternative D 
would disturb up to 3,091 acres of Federal land and is a modified layout of Silver State’s original 
proposal (Alternative B above) to allow public access through a historically-used recreation 
route.  

No Action Alternative 
NEPA regulations require that EIS alternative analyses “include the alternative of no action” 
(40 CFR §1502.14[d]). The No Action Alternative is included in the analysis so that the EIS 
clearly evaluates the effects of not amending the LVFO Resource Management Plan and not 
developing the Silver State Solar South Project. For this analysis, the No Action Alternative 
includes the following:  

 The BLM would deny the ROW application and not amend the LVFO Resource 
Management Plan. Existing management of the area would continue in accordance with 
the current LVFO Resource Management Plan. 

 The Silver State Solar South Project would not be built, and any environmental and 
socioeconomic impacts associated with construction and operation would not occur, 
including the benefits associated with a 350-MWAC renewable energy source. 

Alternative B – Proposed Action 
Alternative B is the Applicant’s proposal as described in their draft Plan of Development 
(CH2MHill 2011). It is similar to Phases II and III of the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) 
evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS, but the layout of the project, including solar arrays, drainage 
facilities and appurtenant structures, has been revised since 2010 to avoid potential impacts to 
resources, particularly to jurisdictional waters of the United States. The proposed generating 
capacity remains the same (350 MWAC) as evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS.  

In this Supplemental EIS, project facilities are proposed to be sited north of the location 
evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS, encompassing portions of the revised ROW application area not 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. This revised layout avoids impacts to waters of the U.S. 
Construction of the project facilities and related infrastructure would disturb a total area of 3,855 
acres, of which 1,640 acres would be located in the portion of the ROW application area not 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS.  

Project and related facilities inside the perimeter fence under Alternative B would cover 
approximately 3,796 acres. This would include limited amounts of open space between the 
perimeter roads and the arrays, as well as drainage facilities. Limited development would also 
occur outside the perimeter fencing, with approximately 59 acres that would include a 
220 kilovolt (kV) transmission line, a switchyard, temporary construction mobilization area, 
perimeter roads around the exterior of the site, and 2.87 miles of maintenance roads that intersect 
the site. The maintenance roads would allow public access through the Project area by 
connecting an existing recreation route from the northwest of the Project area to an existing 
recreation route to the southeast. Proposed drainage controls comprise two drainage basins 
connected by a drainage channel. The drainage basins and connecting channel would be directly 
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aligned with the eastern edge, and on the inside, of the perimeter fence and outside delineated 
jurisdictional waters.  

Alternative C – Alternative Layout 
Alternative C represents Phases II and III of the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) as described in 
Section 2.2.2 of the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 2010). Project and related facilities would disturb a 
total area of 2,515 acres, all within the 7,925-acre ROW application area analyzed in the 2010 
Final EIS. Acreages for major project components under Alternative C are listed in Table ES-1.  

Drainage controls under Alternative C would consist of a series of up to five earthen drainage 
control berms that would contain surface runoff flows to existing primary drainages (stormwater 
flow corridors) across the site. The berms would be constructed to a height of 3 to 5 feet above 
grade with a top width of approximately 15 feet. The 2010 Final EIS identified that the 
Supplemental EIS Alternative C drainage structures (Alternative 2 in the 2010 Final EIS) would 
result in impacts to waters of the U.S. The maintenance roads would allow public access through 
the Project area by connecting an existing recreation route from the northwest of the Project area 
to an existing recreation route to the southeast. 

Alternative D – Modification to Proposed Action Layout 
Alternative D is similar to Alternative B, but includes a modified layout which incorporates 
changes based on comments received during the public scoping period (September 1, 2011 
through October 31, 2011). The layout has been designed to avoid impacts to interstate 
drainages, reduce impacts to desert tortoise and other special status species, and minimizes 
impacts to recreational areas in the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. Construction of the project 
facilities and related infrastructure would disturb a total area of 3,091 acres. 

Under Alternative D, the solar field and ancillary facilities, including internal circulation roads 
would occupy approximately 2,609 acres inside the perimeter fencing. There would be 
approximately 482 acres of the facility footprint located outside the perimeter fencing, including 
perimeter roads around the exterior of the site and 2.45 miles of maintenance roads which would 
intersect the site. The maintenance roads would allow public access through the Project area by 
connecting existing recreational routes that traverse the project area. Acreages associated with 
other project components under Alternative D are listed in Table ES-1.  

Drainage controls located outside the perimeter fence would consist of two detention basins and 
associated drainage channels. The drainage structures would result in a permanent disturbance 
would be 364 acres. 

Alternative D also includes a 40,180-acre area being considered for designation as an ACEC and 
management prescriptions that would be required for the designated ACEC. This is a portion of 
the area that was nominated by Basin and Range Watch, and was determined by a BLM 
Interdisciplinary Team to meet the relevance and importance criteria for consideration as an 
ACEC. 
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Comparison between Alternatives 

Table ES-1. Facility Features of Each Action Alternative 

Project Components 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Project 
(Alternative B) 

Alternative C 
(Phases II and III of 
Alternative 2 in the 

2010 Final EIS) 

Alternative D (Modified 
version of Applicant’s 

Proposed Action) 

Project Within Perimeter Fence a (Approximate Acres) 

Solar Field and Ancillary 
Facilities  

3,796 2,449 2,609 

Facilities Outside Perimeter Fence a(Approximate Acres) 

Drainage Facilities Included in the solar field 29 364 

Southern California Edison 
(SCE) Switchyard and Laydown 

8 3 15 

220 kV Transmission Line 
(Silver State South Substation to 
the Project Switchyard) 

23 16 13 

34.5-kV Collection Lines 6 4 0 

Temporary Construction 
Mobilization Area 

8 4 28 

Maintenance Road  14 11 63 

Total Disturbance Acreage 3,855 acres 2,515 acres 3,091 acres 
a The tortoise fence is considered the perimeter fence for the purposes of these calculations. An 11.7-acre area comprising the 
existing maintenance road for Silver State North would also be used for the Project, but would not constitute new disturbance. 

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 
A number of alternatives were recommended during the scoping period for the Supplemental 
EIS. The alternatives put forth were similar to alternatives suggested during the EIS process for 
the Silver State Solar Energy Project, including consideration of alternative technologies; 
alternative locations (i.e. brownfield development, alternative BLM lands and lands in 
California); and alternative size and layout.  

Following the close of the Supplemental EIS scoping period, the BLM reviewed all comments to 
determine which alternatives should be carried forward for detailed analysis. Concerns 
surrounding impacts to interstate drainages, desert tortoise connectivity and other special status 
species, and impacts to recreational areas in the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA, led to the 
development of an alternative (Alternative D) that considers a modification of the project layout.  

Other suggested alternatives such as alternative technologies and locations were eliminated from 
further analysis as they were not viable and did not meet BLM’s purpose and need. Specific 
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details describing why these alternatives are not viable, is provided in Section 2.2.3 in the 2010 
Final EIS.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Proposed Action and Alternatives 
The environmental effects of constructing, operating, maintaining, and decommissioning the 
solar facility for the Proposed Action and Alternatives are summarized in Table ES-2. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Short- and long-term cumulative impacts are expected as a result of the construction and 
operation of the Project. These cumulative impacts are due to the fact that the Project would 
occupy sensitive species habitat, consume water resources, and contribute to air and water 
quality impacts in a region that has undergone significant development in the past, which is 
expected to continue, especially as a result of renewable energy and other projects. These 
activities, along with the Project, would add incrementally small, but potentially cumulative 
environmental impacts. 

See Section 4.19 for complete analysis of cumulative impacts. 

Residual Impacts 
Recreation 

Off road and other recreational activities would continue to be allowed, but their existing routes 
would be disrupted to varying degrees. However, organized OHV races and dispersed OHV 
users would be allowed to use the access road through the Project site, minimizing disruption. 
See Section 4.11.3 for more information. 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

Air Quality  

(Section 4.1) 

No direct effects.  
Beneficial effects 
to regional air 
quality from 
potential 
replacement of 
fossil fueled 
electricity 
generation would 
not be realized. 

Grading for construction would 
disturb up to 3,855 acres. Short-
term direct and indirect effects as 
a result of fugitive dust and 
vehicle / generator emission 
during construction. Long-term 
and cumulative benefits by 
reducing emissions from fossil 
fuel energy generation. 

Cumulative short-term impacts if 
multiple projects are constructed 
consecutively or at the same time. 

Grading for construction 
would disturb up to 2,515 
acres. Short-and long-term 
direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects would be 
similar to Alternative B; 
however, lower levels of 
fugitive emissions would be 
generated through 
construction as 1,340 fewer 
acres would be disturbed. 

Grading for construction would 
disturb up to 3,091 acres. Short-
and long-term direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects would be 
similar to Alternative B; however, 
lower levels of fugitive emissions 
would be generated through 
construction as 764 fewer acres 
would be disturbed. 

Noise 

(Section 4.2) 

No effects Construction activities for all 
Project components would 
generate temporary increases in 
local noise levels. On-site noise 
levels would diminish rapidly 
with increasing distance from the 
active construction operations. 
Temporary noise impacts to 
wildlife would be limited to the 
construction sites and 
immediately adjacent locations.  

Operational noise levels would be 
limited to occasional vehicle use 
within the site, minor maintenance 
activities, and low equipment 
noise.  

 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B. 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to Alternative B. 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

Geology, 
Topography and 
Geologic 
Hazards 

(Section 4.3) 

No effects. Alternative B would not increase 
the geologic instability of the area 
and would not increase the risk of 
on- or off-site landslides, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse. There 
would be no effect on a unique 
geologic feature.  

Compliance with earthquake 
building codes and maintaining 
the natural drainage would 
minimize potential risk associated 
with the most likely geologic 
hazards. 

 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B. 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to Alternative B. 

Soil Resources 

(Section 4.4) 

No effects Grading for construction would 
disturb up to 3,855 acres. 

Short-term and potentially long-
term direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts from clearing 
of vegetation, grading, loss of 
cryptobiotic soil, increased 
erosion and compaction. 

Grading for construction 
would disturb up to 2,515 
acres. Short-and long-term 
direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects would be 
similar to Alternative B; 
however, up to 1,340 fewer 
acres would be disturbed 
under this alternative. 

Grading for construction would 
disturb up to 3,091 acres. Short-
and long-term direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects would be 
similar to Alternative B; however, 
up to 764 fewer acres would be 
disturbed under this alternative. 

Designation of a 40,180-acre 
ACEC would reduce soil 
disturbance within that area. 

Water Resources 

(Section 4.5) 

No effects Water used for the Project would 
reduce groundwater volume 
within the local basin. Depending 
on the size and depth of the well 

Project footprint would drain 
to Waters of the U.S.  

Short-and long-term direct, 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to Alternative B. 



Silver State Solar South Project SEIS Executive Summary 

October 2012 ES-12 Draft 

Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

used to provide water for 
construction (the groundwater 
analysis modeled a 600- and 800-
foot well), after the four years of 
construction pumping, the 
predicted drawdown in the 600-
foot-deep well is approximately 
106 feet; the drawdown in the 
800-foot-deep well is about 43 
feet. For both well depths, the 
model predicted a 0.01-foot 
drawdown 3 miles from the wells 
following project construction.  

Increased erosion and 
sedimentation, as well as spills of 
chemicals and petroleum products 
could contaminate surface or 
groundwater water during 
construction, operation and 
decommissioning activities. 
Adherence to SWPPP and SPCC 
compliance requirements would 
minimize this risk.   

indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B.  

However, the smaller project 
footprint would result in 
fewer acres being disturbed 
or altered; less water needed 
for construction; less change 
in groundwater recharge, 
and fewer acres potentially 
exposed to contamination.   

However, the smaller project 
footprint would result in fewer 
acres being disturbed or alterated; 
less water needed for construction; 
less change in groundwater 
recharge, and fewer acres 
potentially exposed to 
contamination.   

Designation of a 40,180-acre 
ACEC would reduce disturbance 
of soils and potential future 
changes to groundwater recharge 
across that area. 

Biological 
Resources 
(Section 4.6) 

No effects Short- and long-term direct and 
indirect effects on vegetation 
would occur from clearing and 
grading of up to 3,855 acres of 
mostly undeveloped desert land to 
accommodate Project 
construction.   

Similar to Alternative B, 
except up to 1,340 fewer 
acres would be disturbed 
and no populations of 
yellow twotone beardongue, 
a BLM sensitive species, 
would be affected. 

Similar to Alternative B, except up 
to 764 fewer acres would be 
disturbed. Clearing and grading 
activities under Alternative D has 
the potential to remove 
populations of yellow twotone 
beardongue, a BLM sensitive 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

Ground disturbing activities 
would create opportunities for the 
introduction and/or spread of non-
native species.  

Clearing and grading activities has 
the potential to remove 
populations of yellow twotone 
beardongue, a BLM sensitive 
species.  

Construction could directly affect 
wildlife by loss and fragmentation 
of cover, breeding, and foraging 
habitat. These activities and 
vehicle use could cause direct 
mortality to wildlife. Human 
activity would likely cause most 
wildlife species to avoid the 
Project area until the disturbance 
conditions have concluded.  

Transmission poles could also 
pose a direct collision hazard to 
birds. Human activities could 
potentially provide food or other 
attractants which could draw 
unnaturally high numbers of 
opportunistic predators and 
scavengers. Loss of burrows due 
to construction could also cause 
wildlife to search for or dig new 

The most notable difference 
would be that the 
connectivity corridor 
between the Project footprint 
and the Lucy Gray 
Mountains would be 
approximately 1.5 miles 
wide. This corridor would be 
wider than the corridor 
formed under the Proposed 
Action,  and would be 
approximately the width of 
the narrowest portion of the 
existing corridor at the 
northern end of the ROW 
application area.  

 

 

 

species.  

Impacts to the desert tortoise 
under Alternative D would be 
similar to Alternative B. The 
primary difference would be that 
the connectivity corridor between 
the Project footprint and the Lucy 
Gray Mountains would be 
approximately 0.5 miles wide at its 
narrowest point with most of the 
linkage having a width of 0.8 mile. 
This remaining corridor would be 
intermediate to the corridors 
formed by Alternative B and 
Alternative C, and would be less 
than half the width of the 
narrowest portion of the existing 
corridor at the northern end of the 
ROW application area.  

Designation of the ACEC under 
Alternative D would reduce the 
amount of native vegetation that 
may be affected by future ground-
disturbing actions; and result in 
increased protection for 
vegetation, wildlife and wildlife 
habitat, and special status species 
in the designated area. 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

burrows.  

Infrastructure development could 
alter wildlife movement in the 
area and just outside the boundary 
of Project. Fences and 
transmission poles could also 
cause increased predation wildlife 
because raptors could use the 
infrastructure for perches. Loss of 
vegetation could indirectly reduce 
available forage and shelter, 
degrading and fragmenting 
existing higher quality habitat.  

Effects would be both short- and 
long-term. Alternative B could 
result in direct or indirect effects 
on birds protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  

Desert tortoise are present on-site 
and could be adversely affected 
by the loss of up to 3,855 acres of 
desert tortoise habitat and linkage 
corridors in the Ivanpah Valley. 
Under Alternative B, the linkage 
corridor would be reduced to 
approximately 100 feet wide at its 
narrowest point.  
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

Cultural 
Resources 

(Section 4.7) 

No effect. The Project footprint under 
Alternative B includes eight sites 
that are eligible for listing on the 
NRHP; three are prehistoric sites 
that are eligible under Criterion d, 
four historical period sites eligible 
under Criterion a and c, and one 
historical period site that is 
eligible under Criterion a. These 
sites would not be directly or 
indirectly affected by activities 
associated with Project 
construction, operations, or 
decommissioning.  

The Project footprint under 
Alternative C includes three 
sites that are eligible for the 
NRHP, two are prehistoric 
and one is historic. These 
sites would not be directly or 
indirectly affected by 
activities associated with 
Project construction, 
operations, or 
decommissioning. 

 

Same as Alternative B. 

Paleontological 
Resources 
(Section 4.8) 

No effect. Construction, operation, and 
decommissiong activities would 
have low potential for direct or 
indirect impacts on vertebrate 
fossils and other scientifically 
valuable paleontological 
resources.  

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B. 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to Alternative B. 

Lands and Realty 

(Section 4.9) 

The BLM would 
continue to 
manage the land 
encompassing the 
Project area 
consistent with the 
current land 
management 
objectives in the 

The BLM would amend the 
LVFO RMP to remove the Jean 
Lake/Roach Lake SRMA 
designation. 

This would result in a change in 
the allowable uses within the 
footprint area as it would no 
longer be managed as part of the 

Similar to Alternative B, 
except up to 1,340 fewer 
acres would be removed 
from the Jean Lake/Roach 
Lake SRMA designation.   

The Project footprint under 
Alternative C would be 
located further south and 
west within the ROW 

Similar to Alternative B, except up 
to 764 fewer acres would be 
removed from the Jean 
Lake/Roach Lake SRMA 
designation. 

The Project footprint under 
Alternative D is shifted west and 
consolidated into more contiguous 
blocks of development and would 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

1998 LVFO RMP.  SRMA .  

Alternative B would have no 
direct or indirect effects on 
grazing allotments, public land 
disposition, or land tenure 
adjustments.  

 

 

application area than 
Alternative B.  

 

restrict approximately 3,091 acres. 

Designation of the 40,180-acre 
ACEC under Alternative D would 
exclude large site-type ROWs 
(greater than 5 acres) and be 
considered a linear ROW 
avoidance area. Because the 
ACEC would be managed to 
protect biological resources, the 
designation would restrict and/or 
limit future development within 
the ACEC.  

Special 
Management 
Areas 

(Section 4.10) 

The BLM would 
continue to 
manage the land 
encompassing the 
Project area 
consistent with the 
existing SRMA 
objective as 
described in the 
LVFO RMP and 
an ACEC would 
not be designated 
as part of this 
alternative. 

For the Project footprint, the BLM 
would amend the LVFO RMP to 
remove the Jean Lake/Roach Lake 
SRMA designation and change 
the VRM from Class III to IV. 
This would result in a change in 
the allowable uses within the 
footprint area as it would no 
longer be managed as part of the 
SRMA . The change in VRM 
Class would allow activities 
which require major modifications 
of the existing character of the 
landscape.  

Several trails used for hiking and 
recreational and competitive OHV 
use in the Jean/Roach Lake 
SRMA would be impacted. OHV 

Similar to Alternative B, 
except up to 1,340 fewer 
acres would be removed 
from the Jean Lake/Roach 
Lake SRMA designation and 
changed from a VRM Class 
III to IV. The Project 
footprint under Alternative 
C would be located further 
south and west within the 
ROW application area than 
Alternative B.  

 

Similar to Alternative B, except up 
to 764 fewer acres would be 
removed from the Jean 
Lake/Roach Lake SRMA 
designation and changed from a 
VRM Class III to IV. 

The Project footprint under 
Alternative D is shifted west and 
consolidated into more contiguous 
blocks of development.   

The 40,180-acre ACEC considered 
under Alternative D would be 
managed for biological resource 
protection and would place 
additional restrictions on 
recreational users within the 
SRMA by restricting development 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

users would need to reconfigure 
historically used routes for 
continued OHV racing in the 
Jean/Roach Lake area. In 
impacted areas, backcountry 
access to the Lucy Gray 
Mountains would be via a Project 
perimeter road. 

Project activities could 
inadvertently introduce noxious 
weeds into the nearby Ivanpah 
DWMA. Implementation and 
adherence to a BLM-approved 
weed management plan would 
reduce adverse effects to the 
DWMA. 

The views of the Project would 
impact the desired, primitive 
experience that visitors seek when 
visiting Wilderness Areas, WSA, 
SRMA, and National Preserves in 
the vicinity of the Project. These 
views would be most apparent 
from locations closer to the 
Project and from peaks with 
expansive vistas. 

of new roads and trails, and 
requiring a desert tortoise spotter 
for permitted non-speed recreation 
activities in the ACEC during the 
tortoise active season. These 
additional restrictions could 
further displace OHV riders to 
areas of the Jean/Roach Lake 
SRMA outside the ACEC, or to 
lands outside of the SRMA. It is 
impossible to predict with any 
certainty the areas to which 
displaced OHV riders will 
relocate, however this 
displacement could increase 
adverse effects to desert tortoises 
and sensitive plants on other lands.  

 

Recreation 

(Section 4.11) 

The BLM would 
continue to 
manage 
recreational use in 

During and after construction, 
recreation activiites would no 
longer be allowed within the 
Project footprint. Up to 1.1 miles 

Similar to Alternative B. 
However, the Project 
footprint would be located 
further south and west 

Similar to Alternative B. However, 
the Project footprint would be 
shifted west and consolidated into 
more contiguous blocks of 



Silver State Solar South Project SEIS Executive Summary 

October 2012 ES-18 Draft 

Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

the encompassing 
the Project area 
consistent with the 
existing recreation 
objectives as 
described in the 
LVFO RMP and 
an ACEC would 
not be designated 
as part of this 
alternative. 

of competitive race routes, and 
20.4 miles of single track, 2-track, 
OHV routes would be removed 
from use.   

A Project access road, to be 
located outside of the Project 
fence, will be constructed and 
made available to the general 
public for dispersed use and 
access to the Lucy Gray 
Mountains.  

Organized competitive OHV races 
would be allowed to use this road, 
however these events would 
require a special recreation permit 
from the BLM, and separate 
NEPA documentation before the 
races are approved.  

within the ROW application 
area than Alternative B.  

Up to 2.9 miles of 
competitive race routes, and 
7.5 miles of single track, 2-
track, OHV routes would be 
removed from use.   

 

development than Alternative B.  

Up to 2.2 miles of competitive 
race routes, and 11.2 miles of 
single track, 2-track, OHV routes 
would be removed from use.   

The 40,180-acre ACEC considered 
under Alternative D would be 
managed for biological resource 
protection and would place 
additional restrictions on 
recreational users within the 
SRMA by restricting development 
of new roads and trails, and 
requiring a desert tortoise spotter 
for permitted non-speed recreation 
activities in the ACEC during the 
tortoise active season 

 

Visual Resources 

(Section 4.12) 

No effect Construction would result in the 
permanent disturbance of  up to  

3,855 acres. Impacts from 
construction activities, and 
equipment, and vehicles would be 
visible and changes to the 
characteristic landscape from 
construction would alter visual 
resources.  

The degree of contrast from eight 

Similar to Alternative B, 
except up to 1,340 fewer 
acres would be changed 
from a VRM Class III to IV.  

Due to the reduced footprint, 
the appearance of the 
facilities would be slightly 
smaller in scale.  

 

Similar to Alternative B, except up 
to 764 fewer acres would be 
changed from a VRM Class III to 
IV. 

Due to the reduced footprint, the 
appearance of the facilities would 
be slightly smaller in scale.  

Designation of the 40,180-acre 
ACEC under Alternative D would 
exclude large site-type ROWs 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

of the ten KOPs comply with 
VRM Class III objectives. Two 
KOPs have moderate/strong 
visual contrast from superior 
(elevated) viewpoints within the 
foreground / middleground 
distance zone. Views from these 
two KOPs have a strong degree of 
visual contrast and would not 
comply with VRM Class III  
objectives.  

The BLM would amend the 
LVFO RMP to change the VRM 
from Class III to IV within the 
project footprint. The change in 
VRM Class would allow activities 
which require major modifications 
of the existing character of the 
landscape.  

(greater than 5 acres). Visual 
management prescriptions would 
not be changed in these areas.   

Transportation 
and Motorized 
Vehicle Access 

(Section 4.13) 

No effect. During construction, short-term 
increases in the use of I-15 
to/from Las Vegas and local 
arterial roadways in the Primm 
area.  Short-term adverse effects 
on traffic volume and LOS on 
local roadways during peak 
construction (assume up to 700 
trips per day (350 morning trips 
and 350 evening trips – if each 
worker drove alone). Impacts to 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B. 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to Alternative B. 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

local streets would likely occur 
only during the construction phase 
of the Project, as only minimal 
vehicle use is anticipated during 
O&M. 

Overlapping construction 
activities with other reasonably, 
foreseeable, future projects in the 
Primm area may result in 
cumulative effects on 
transportation and traffic.  

Health & 
Safety/Hazardous 
Materials 

(Section 4.14) 

No effects. Construction and operation 
activities may result in increased 
exposure of people and the 
environment to health and safety 
hazards and hazardous materials. 
Implementaton and adherence to 
environmental and health and 
safety plans, and compliance with 
governmental regulations would 
minimize those risks.    

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B. 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to Alternative B. 

Social and 
Economic 
Conditions 

(Section 4.15) 

The beneficial 
effects on the local 
and regional 
economy from 
direct and indirect 
construction and 
operation 
expenditures 
would not be 

Short-term and beneficial 
economic impacts to the local and 
regional area from employment of 
up to 350 workers during peak 
construction. The impact would 
not cause a temporary population 
increase that would necessitate 
additional local public services or 
investment in infrastructure 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B. 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to the Alternative 
B. 

The designation of the ACEC 
under Alternative D would not 
substantially affect recreational 
tour operators or other recreation-
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

realized. capacities that could not be 
provided from existing resources.  

During operations, the Project’s 
permanent direct employment (up 
to 15-full time permanent 
employees), payroll and O&M 
related spending would provide a 
long-term, beneficial, recurring 
stimulus to the region’s economy. 

Alternative B would potentially 
displace organized off-highway 
races and dispersed informal OHV 
activity. The Project layout has 
been designed to allow passage of 
vehicles through the Project area 
via a widened access route; 
however, the effect of this change 
to historically-used race routes on 
the local economy is unknown.  

related businesses within the 
40,180-acre area under 
consideration. Management 
prescriptions proposed for the 
ACEC for recreation would 
generally be similar when 
compared to existing management 
in this area. Further, restrictions on 
most development in the ACEC 
would ensure that further 
disruption to existing trails would 
be reduced.  

 

Environmental 
Justice 

(Section 4.16) 

No effect There are no environmental 
justice communities in the vicinity 
of the proposed Project area; 
therefore there would be no 
effects to minority or low income 
populations. 

Same as Alternative B. Same as Alternative B. 

Energy and 
Minerals 

(Section 4.17) 

No effect There are four active placer 
mining claims and four closed 
mining claims within the proposed 
Project area. Project development 

No impacts to energy and 
mineral resources. As 
compared to Alternative B, 
the Project footprint under 

Same as Alternative B. 
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Table ES-2. Comparison of Effects from Alternatives 
Resource 

(Section) 
No Action 

Alternative Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative C – Alternative 
Layout 

Alternative D –  Modification to 
Proposed Action Layout 

may restrict access to the active 
mining claims. 

Alternative C is shifted 
south and would not overlie 
the four Placer claims.  

Fuels & Fire 
Management 

(Section 4.18) 

No effect Ground disturbing activities 
would create opportunities for the 
introduction and/or spread of non-
native species. An increase in 
non-native vegetation could 
increase the risk of fire due to 
greater fuel load as compared to 
existing conditions.  

The construction of a 20-foot 
wide fire break and development 
and adherence to an integrated 
weed management plan would 
minimize this risk.   

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative 
effects would be similar to 
Alternative B; however, up 
to 1,340 fewer acres would 
be disturbed under this 
alternative. 

 

Short-and long-term direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects 
would be similar to Alternative B; 
however, up to 764 fewer acres 
would be disturbed under this 
alternative. 

The designation of the ACEC 
under Alternative D would not be 
expected to substantially affect 
fuels or fire management within 
the 40,180-acre area under 
consideration. Management 
prescriptions that are proposed for 
the ACEC for fire management 
would be similar when compared 
to existing management in this 
area.  
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION, PURPOSE, AND NEED 

Silver State Solar Power South, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of First Solar, Inc., hereafter 
referred to as Silver State or Applicant, is proposing to develop a 350 megawatt (MW) 
alternating current (AC) (nominal plant capacity)1 solar photovoltaic (PV) generating facility 
referred to as the Silver State Solar South Project (Project). The proposed solar facility was 
previously analyzed as Phases II and III in the Silver State Solar Energy Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (BLM 2010). The Final EIS analyzed the development of 
a 400MWAC project to be constructed in phases. Phase I, which became the Silver State Solar 
North Project and is currently operational, consisted of the construction, operation, maintenance, 
and ultimate decommissioning of a 50MWAC solar plant and associated facilities. Phases II and 
III, which are the subject of this Supplemental EIS, consisted of the construction, operation, 
maintenance, and decommissioning of the remaining 350-MWAC project to complete the 
400MWAC solar project.  

The Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final EIS, signed on October 12, 2010, authorized only 
the first phase (Phase I) of project development. With regard to the remaining 350MWAC of 
proposed development, the ROD stated that subsequent phases (i.e., Phases II and III) may 
require supplemental analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
additional public involvement.  

This Supplemental EIS, prepared by the Southern Nevada District, Las Vegas Field Office 
(LVFO), of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), addresses new information associated with 
the project analyzed in the Final EIS for the Silver State Solar Energy Project (BLM 2010). 
These changes comprise 1) modified layouts of the solar arrays and appurtenant facilities 
identified as Phases II and III in the BLM’s 2010 Final EIS; 2) amendments to the LVFO 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) that are required to approve the Project as proposed, as it 
would be out of compliance with the existing RMP; and 3) consideration of comments received 
during scoping for the Supplemental EIS.  

The 1998 LVFO RMP is currently being revised. The BLM began the process of formally 
updating the RMP in 2010, and expects to complete the update in late 2013. Because the 
proposed Project is time-sensitive and would be out of conformance with some management 
goals of the 1998 RMP, the BLM must amend the existing LVFO RMP to accommodate the 
proposed Project. Specifically, the Supplemental EIS analyzes a reduction in the size of the Jean 
Lake/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA), and revisions to the Visual 
Resource Management (VRM) for the area from a VRM Class III to a VRM Class IV.  

In addition, the analysis in this Supplement EIS considers an Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) nomination brought forth during scoping. The ACEC nomination includes 
98,300 acres of land in Nevada and 31,079 acres in California. The BLM has determined that 
40,180 acres of the nominated area within Nevada meets the criteria for both relevance and 
                                                 
1 Nominal plant capacity refers to generation and delivery of power under ideal conditions. The capacity of any solar 
energy facility is dependent on many factors and changes over a course of a day, a season, or year regardless of the 
technology, geographic location, or design. The nominal capacity of 350 MWAC is understood to mean the peak 
power-generating capacity of the facility expressed in watts minus all auxiliary, internal (parasitic) loads. In this 
document, MWAC is used synonymously with MW.  
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importance to be considered in this Supplemental EIS. The larger ACEC nomination area will be 
addressed through the LVFO RMP revision process. BLM is analyzing whether the portion of 
the ACEC within the project footprint would be appropriate in this Supplemental EIS/RMP 
Amendment because approval of the ROW application could foreclose future options regarding 
the proposed ACEC within the project footprint. As noted, that portion of the proposed ACEC 
not considered in this Supplemental EIS/ Proposed RMP Amendment will be analyzed and 
considered in the LVFO RMP revision or the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 
(DRECP) currently in progress in California. Analysis of the 40,180-acre ACEC has been 
included as part of Alternative D in this Supplemental EIS, and details about the plan amendment 
and ACEC processes are described in Section 2.3.5.  

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW 
The 2010 Final EIS provided an analysis of proposed development within a 7,925-acre right-of-
way (ROW) application area. In early 2011, Silver State submitted a ROW application 
(designated as NVN-089530) for the Silver State Solar South Project encompassing an additional 
5,610 acres of BLM-administered public lands. This area includes 5,069 additional acres 
immediately north of the previously analyzed ROW application area and a 541-acre area 
immediately west (Figure 1-1). This additional acreage allowed the development of site layout 
alternatives for the Silver State Solar South Project to avoid impacts to interstate drainages, 
reduce impacts to desert tortoise and other special status species, and minimize impacts to 
recreational areas in the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA.  

Of the previously analyzed 7,925-acre ROW application area, 7,373 acres is included in the 
ROW application for Silver State Solar South. An additional 200-acre ROW application was 
submitted under number NVN-090823, bringing the entire ROW application area to 13,184 
acres. The final footprint for the Silver State Solar South Project will be between 2,500 acres and 
3,900 acres in size, depending on the alternative chosen and the final site configuration. If 
approved, the remaining acreage within the larger ROW application area would be relinquished 
and the ROW grant would only be issued for lands needed for project development.  

1.2 BLM’S PURPOSE AND NEED 
In accordance with Section 103(c) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 
1976, public lands are to be managed for multiple uses that take into account the long-term needs 
of future generations for renewable and non-renewable resources. The Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to grant ROWs on public lands for systems of generation, transmission, and 
distribution of electrical energy (Section 501(a)(4)). Taking into account the BLM’s multiple-use 
mandate, the BLM’s purpose and need for this action is to respond to Silver State’s application 
under Title V of FLPMA (43 U.S. Code [USC] § 1761) for a ROW grant to construct, operate, 
maintain, and decommission a solar generation power plant and ancillary facilities in compliance 
with Title II of FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, the BLM NEPA Handbook, and other 
applicable Federal and State laws and policies. The BLM will also consider a concurrent 
amendment of the LVFO RMP to: 1) reduce the size of the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA to 
ensure that the ROW action proposed in Silver State’s application decisions is in conformance 
with the existing LVFO RMP and to ensure a balanced use of the public lands and the resources 

October 2012 1-2 Draft 
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affected by those uses; 2) revise the VRM classification of lands within the project footprint to 
ensure management is in conformance with existing LVFO RMP decisions; and 3) designate an 
ACEC and identify management prescriptions for a portion of the proposed ACEC nomination 
area.  

1.3 NEPA AND PLAN AMENDMENT PROCESSES 
The preparation of a Supplemental EIS compliant with NEPA follows a process consisting of 
nine major steps. The steps listed below also include the BLM’s plan amendment process, which 
is described in Section 1.3.2.  

1. Issue the Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplemental EIS and RMP amendment; 
2. Conduct public and agency scoping; 
3. Prepare the interdisciplinary Supplemental EIS analysis of the issues and alternatives; 
4. Issue the Notice of Availability for the Draft Supplemental EIS and LVFO Proposed 

RMP Amendment(s); 
5. Conduct the public review and 90-day comment period; 
6. Issue the Final Supplemental EIS, Proposed Resource Plan Amendment(s), which 

includes responses to comments received on the Draft Supplemental EIS; 
7. Await a 30-day protest period and 60-day Governor’s consistency review of the 

Proposed RMP Amendment(s); 
8. If applicable, the BLM Washington D.C. Office resolves protests; 
9. Issue the ROD. 

1.3.1 The Environmental Impact Statement Decision 
Framework 

This Supplemental EIS tiers from the Silver State Solar Energy Project Final EIS (BLM 2010). 
The Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) encourages federal agencies “to tier their 
environmental impact statements to eliminate repetitive discussion of the same issues and to 
focus on the actual issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review (Section 
1502.20). As such, this document only includes information that has been added or revised 
subsequent to the publication of the 2010 Final EIS to address and analyze specific changes and 
new information. A Supplemental EIS is intended to provide BLM-decision makers detailed 
description and analysis of  changes or new information related to a project and also to give the 
public an additional opportunity to participate in the NEPA process (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(4)).  

1.3.2 BLM Plan Amendment Process 
Section 202 of FLPMA states: “The Secretary shall, with public involvement…develop, 
maintain, and when appropriate, revise land use plans which provide by tracts or areas for the use 
of the public lands” (43 USC 1712). The regulations for making and modifying land use plans 
and planning decisions are found in 43 CFR 1600. The proposed amendments to the RMP shall 
follow the regulations as set forth in 43 CFR 1610, Resource Management Planning. 

October 2012 1-4 Draft 
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1.3.3 Decisions to be Made 
The BLM will decide whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a 
ROW grant to the Applicant for the Silver State Solar South Project. Modifications may include 
the proposed use or location of the proposed facilities (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
2805.10(a)(1)). The BLM will also consider a concurrent amendment of the LVFO RMP to: 1)  
reduce the size of the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA to ensure that the ROW action proposed in 
Silver State’s application decisions is in conformance with the existing LVFO RMP and to 
ensure a balanced use of the public lands and the resources affected by those uses; 2) revise the 
VRM classification of lands within the project footprint to ensure management is in conformance 
with existing LVFO RMP decisions; and 3) designate an ACEC and identify management 
prescriptions for a portion of the proposed ACEC nomination area. The BLM preferred 
alternative for the RMP amendment identified in this Draft Supplemental EIS is to (1) reduce the 
acreage of the SRMA by the project footprint (if approved) and (2) to change the VRM class 
from VRM Class III to IV for the project footprint (if approved).  

If the decision is made to grant a ROW, the BLM will also make the decision on which 
alternative to approve and which terms and conditions are to be included in the ROW grant. The 
BLM may also consider a combination of project elements from among the alternatives analyzed 
in the Supplemental EIS, or may consider approving a ROW of less than that requested in the 
ROW application (as was done for the Silver State Solar North project). This decision will be 
outlined in a ROD and will be based on the analyses in this Supplemental EIS. If the ROD were 
to approve the issuance of a ROW grant/lease, the ROW grant would only be issued upon 
completion and approval of the Plan of Development and payment of a Performance and 
Reclamation bond (see Section 2.6.1). The ROW grant would be authorized or denied by the 
BLM Authorizing Officer, and the BLM decision would only apply to public land. 

The BLM’s RMP amendment decision will be outlined in the ROD concurrently with its 
decision regarding the Project’s ROW grant, based on the analyses in this Supplemental EIS.  

1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO POLICIES, PLANS, AND 
PROGRAMS 

This Supplemental EIS was prepared in compliance with CEQ regulations for implementing 
NEPA (40 CFR §§ 1500-1508; 43 CFR Part 46); the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1; FLPMA 
Sections 201, 202, and 206 (43 USC §§ 1711, 1712, 1716; see also 43 CFR § 1600 et seq.); and 
the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1. The BLM also has IM 2004-105, 149, 231; 
2005-105; and 2011-059, 060, and 061, which set NEPA compliance policy for the BLM. An 
expanded list of specific policies, plans, and programs that may be applicable to the proposed 
project is provided in Section 1.4 in the 2010 Final EIS.   

BLM lands in the ROW application area and vicinity are currently managed under the LVFO 
RMP (1998) and its amendments. The RMP focused management on handling land transfers, 
recovery of desert tortoise populations, the appropriate locations for mineral extraction, 
management of off-road recreation, and when to pursue special designations such as ACECs and 
utility corridors. Since 1998 the planning area has undergone significant population growth and 
undeveloped lands are targeted for renewable energy development. This has led to new planning 
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and resource management needs to cope with new uses of and demands on the public lands. To 
account for these changes the BLM has revised the RMP by plan amendments, maintenance 
actions, and several new statutes. In an effort to have an RMP that fully addresses current and 
projected land use and resource conditions, the BLM began the process of formally updating the 
RMP in 2010. This update is not expected to be complete until late 2013. The proposed project is 
one of the seven priority projects selected by the Department of the Interior to help fulfill their 
mandate to develop renewable energy projects on public lands. As such, it is anticipated that a 
Record of Decision will be made on this project before the LVFO RMP revision is complete.  

The options under consideration for amendment of the RMP in this Supplemental EIS and 
DRMP amendment, under Alternatives B, C, or D, are: 

• Option PA1 – The LVFO RMP would be amended to designate portions of the Ivanpah 
Valley as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern.  

The Ivanpah Valley ACEC has been nominated by Basin and Range Watch. The designation of 
this ACEC may occur independently of the proposed action, but if designation occurs BLM must 
identify management prescriptions for affected lands that are consistent with the resource 
protections of an ACEC. For the purposes of analysis, this ACEC option is included as part of 
Alternative D in this Supplemental EIS. 

• Option PA2 – The LVFO RMP would be amended to change the VRM classification on 
portions of BLM managed lands in the Ivanpah Valley from VRM III to VRM IV.  

Under the existing VRM classification, the proposed project would not be in conformance with 
the LVFO RMP. By changing the VRM classification for the project footprint, the BLM would 
be able to approve the ROW application. Detailed information about the VRM and the 
requirement for an RMP amendment is provided in Sections 3.12 and 4.12 (Visual Resources) 
and in Appendix A.  

• Option PA3 – The LVFO RMP would be amended to reduce acreage within the Jean 
Lake/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA). 

Approval of Silver State’s ROW application would require an amendment of the LVFO RMP to 
adjust management objectives in the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. Specifically, the project 
footprint for whichever development is approved would be withdrawn from the SRMA. The 
LVFO manages the 216,300-acre Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA for “intensive recreation 
opportunities, including competitive off-road vehicle (in accordance with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service Biological Opinion) and other recreational events, as well as dispersed 
recreational use and commercial activities” (BLM 1998). The BLM regulations in 43 CFR 1600 
and the NEPA process detailed in the CEQ regulations in 40 CFR 1500 guide preparation of plan 
amendments. Detailed information about the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA and BLM’s 
management objectives for this area is provided in Sections 3.10 (Special Management Areas) 
and 3.11 (Recreation).  

The BLM preferred alternative for the RMP amendment identified in this Draft Supplemental 
EIS is to (1) reduce the acreage of the SRMA by the project footprint (if approved) and (2) to 
change the VRM class from VRM Class III to IV for the project footprint (if approved). 
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The BLM has also prepared a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Solar 
Energy Development in Six Southwestern States (FES 12-24; DOE/EIS-0403) that identifies the 
Ivanpah Valley, where the ROW application area is located, as an exclusion zone for large-scale 
renewable energy development. However, in the development of the PEIS BLM directed 
processing continue for all pending solar energy applications that meet due diligence and siting 
requirements under existing land use plans and other policies and procedures that the BLM has 
adopted or might adopt. Pending applications such as Silver State South will not be subject to 
any new program elements adopted by the Solar PEIS ROD. 

1.5 PERMITS REQUIRED OR POTENTIALLY REQUIRED 
As discussed in Section 1.1, significant portions of the ROW application area have been 
previously surveyed and were evaluated in accordance with NEPA in the Silver State Solar 
Energy Project Final EIS (BLM 2010). The studies required to support federal permitting and 
environmental review include identification of biological resources in accordance with the 
federal Endangered Species Act; identification of waters of the United States in accordance with 
the federal Clean Water Act; identification of cultural resources in accordance with the National 
Historic Preservation Act; and assessments of visual resources, air emissions, and noise 
conducted as part of the NEPA process. Federal agencies with interest in project review include 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and the 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). Existing relevant data and analyses from the 
2010 Final EIS have been supplemented with updated information to disclose potential impacts 
to areas not previously evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS. Areas not included in the 2010 Final EIS 
were reviewed to determine the extent to which supplemental information is required to facilitate 
final Project review.  

The Silver State Solar South Project may require a number of permits from State agencies, 
including the Nevada Division of Wildlife, Forestry, Nevada Department of Water Resources, 
Nevada Department of Environmental Protection, Nevada Department of Transportation, and the 
Nevada Public Utilities Commission. The Project may also require permits from local agencies, 
including the Clark County Department of Air Quality (DAQ), Development Services 
Department, Fire Department, and Division of Environmental Protection. A list of Federal, state, 
and local permits that may be required for construction and operation of the proposed project is 
provided in Table 2.9-1 in the 2010 Final EIS. 

1.6 ORGANIZATION OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIS 
As a document intended to supplement the information in the 2010 Final EIS, this Supplement 
EIS is not intended to repeat or replace the information and analysis presented in the 2010 Final 
EIS. The format for this document generally follows the organization of the 2010 Final EIS; 
however, emphasis has been placed on those resources that may be affected by the modified 
Project layout and areas subject to RMP amendments. Table 1-1 lists the specific sections 
included in the Supplemental EIS and the type of information to be found in those sections. A 
copy of the Silver State Solar Energy Project Final EIS is provided as an appendix to this 
document on a CD-ROM (if reviewing a paper copy), or as a separate electronic file if reviewing 
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the document on the Supplemental EIS CD-ROM. Copies of the Supplemental EIS and 2010 
Final EIS will also be posted to the BLM Las Vegas Field Office website at: 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/Silver_State_Solar_South.html. 

Table 1-1. Organization of the Supplemental EIS 

Chapter 1 – 
Introduction, Purpose 
and Need  

This chapter provides background information for the proposed Project and the purpose 
of, and need for the Supplemental EIS. It also describes the role of the BLM in the EIS 
and plan amendment processes, and the required regulatory actions for the proposed 
Project.  

Chapter 2 – Proposed 
Action and Alternatives 

This chapter describes the project alternatives analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS and the 
Applicant’s proposed Project and alternatives to be analyzed in the Supplemental EIS. 
Project components and the construction and operation process described in Section 2.5 
in the 2010 Final EIS are primarily the same for Alternatives B, C and D considered in 
the Supplemental EIS. Therefore, to avoid redundancy, detailed information about 
Project components (what they are and how they work) and basic construction and 
operation process have been summarized and the reader is referred to the appropriate 
section of the Final EIS for more detailed information. Where major differences occur, 
more detailed information is provided.  

Chapter 3 – Affected 
Environment 

This chapter describes the affected environment associated with the construction, 
operation, maintenance and decommissioning of the Silver State Solar South Project and 
the BLM’s proposed plan amendment.  

Chapter 4 – 
Environmental Effects 

This chapter describes possible environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and 
alternatives analyzed in the Supplemental EIS. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of 
the Proposed Action and alternatives are assessed and described in order to allow for 
comparative impact evaluation. Impacts are compared to the social and natural 
environment that would be expected to exist if the No Action alternative was selected.  

Chapter 5 – 
Consultation and 
Coordination 

This chapter describes public participation undertaken to date, and additional 
opportunities that would occur throughout the EIS process. It also lists agencies and 
organizations that will receive copies of the Supplemental EIS for review and lists the 
preparers of the document. 

Chapter 6 – References This chapter includes a list of references used in the preparation of the Supplemental EIS. 

Chapter 7 – Acronyms 
and Abbreviations 

This chapter includes a description of all acronyms and abbreviations used. 
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CHAPTER 2 – ALTERNATIVES AND PROPOSED 
FEDERAL ACTIONS 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Silver State Solar Energy Project as reviewed in the 2010 Final EIS included a proposal to 
construct, operate, maintain, and decommission a 400-MWAC solar PV power plant and related 
facilities on 2,967 acres of BLM-administered public lands approximately 2 miles east of Primm, 
Nevada. The 2010 Final EIS considered three alternatives: the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative 1), the Proposed Action (Alternative 2), and a Modified Site Layout Alternative 
(Alternative 3). Alternatives 2 and 3 were similar except for a modified drainage control system 
and the solar array layout. On October 10, 2010, the BLM issued a ROD approving Phase I of 
the Silver State Solar Energy Project as a component of the full project identified under 
Alternative 2. Pursuant to the ROD, the build out of the remaining phases (Phases II and III) may 
require supplemental NEPA analysis, which is the subject of this Supplemental EIS analysis.  

Alternatives to be considered in the Supplemental EIS include 1) Alternative A - the No Action 
alternative; 2) Alternative B – Silver State’s original proposal (as described in their Plan of 
Development dated July 2011); 3) Alternative C - the project layout for Phases II and III 
evaluated in the Final EIS (analyzed as Alternative 2 in the Final EIS); and 4) Alternative D – 
Silver State’s Preferred Alternative (developed in consideration of comments received during 
scoping for the Supplemental EIS). The project would be designed to produce up to 350 MWAC 
of solar-generated electricity, with output based on the project layout and the outcome of Power 
Purchase Agreement (PPA) negotiations. 

2.1.1 Federal Agency Proposed Action 
The BLM’s Proposed Action is to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a 
ROW grant to the Applicant for the Silver State Solar South Project. Modifications may include 
the proposed use or location of the proposed facilities (43 CFR 2805.10(a)(1)). The BLM will 
also consider concurrent amendment of the LVFO RMP to:  

1) Remove the project footprint from the Jean Lake/ Roach Lake SRMA;  

2) Revise the VRM classification of lands within the project footprint from VRM Class III to 
VRM Class IV to ensure management is consistent with existing and planned land use; and  

3) Designate a 40,180-acre ACEC and identify management prescriptions for a portion of the 
proposed ACEC nomination area in accordance with 43 CFR Section 1610.7 - 2 - Designation of 
areas of critical environmental concern.  

If the BLM decides to issue the ROW grant, this will require BLM to also approve at least #1 
and #2 from above. The BLM preferred alternative for the RMP amendment identified in this 
Draft Supplemental EIS is to approve these two RMP amendments. 
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2.1.2 Applicant’s Objectives 
The Applicant’s objective is to construct, operate, maintain and eventually decommission a 350-
MWAC utility-scale solar PV project within the State of Nevada, south of Las Vegas, where it can 
interconnect directly into the California transmission system. The Applicant’s specific objectives 
for the project are: 

 To construct and operate a cost-competitive solar energy facility using First Solar’s 
proven thin-film PV technology to provide a renewable and reliable source of power; 

 To locate the project on contiguous lands with high solar insolation and relatively flat 
terrain at sufficient scale to maximize operational efficiency while minimizing 
environmental impacts and water use; 

 To minimize environmental impacts and land disturbance by locating the project near 
existing transmission infrastructure and roads and by avoiding sensitive environmental 
areas, recreational resources and wildlife habitats (e.g., Desert Wildlife Management 
Areas [DWMA], Areas of Critical Environmental Concern [ACEC], designated 
Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas, and other restrictive land use designations); 
and 

 To develop a source of renewable electric power that can be placed into service in an 
expeditious manner by interconnecting to the existing transmission grid at a substation 
location with existing capacity. 

 The proposed Project could potentially help displace older fossil-fuel electric generating 
facilities with clean, renewable power, which would contribute to the reduction of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In addition, the proposed Project would further the 
objectives of the federal government to eliminate or reduce GHG emissions and promote 
the deployment of renewable energy technologies.   

2.2 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
A number of alternatives were recommended during the scoping period for the Supplemental 
EIS. The alternatives put forth were similar to alternatives suggested during the EIS process for 
the Silver State Solar Energy Project, including consideration of alternative technologies; 
alternative locations (i.e., brownfield development, alternative BLM lands and lands in 
California); and alternative size and layout.  

Following the close of the Supplemental EIS scoping period, the BLM reviewed all comments to 
determine which alternatives should be carried forward for detailed analysis. Concerns 
surrounding impacts to interstate drainages, desert tortoise connectivity and other special status 
species, and impacts to recreational areas in the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA, led to the 
development of an alternative (Alternative D) that considers a modification of the project layout 
(Section 2.3.4 below). Alternative D also contains designation of an ACEC and identifies 
management prescriptions for a portion of the nominated ACEC that would include portions of 
the ROW application area and surrounding areas. 
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Other suggested alternatives such as alternative technologies and locations were eliminated from 
further analysis as they were not viable and did not meet BLM’s purpose and need. Specific 
details describing why these alternatives are not viable are provided in Section 2.2.3 in the 2010 
Final EIS; this Supplemental EIS tiers from that analysis.  

2.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

2.3.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 
NEPA regulations require that EIS alternative analyses “include the alternative of no action” 
(40 CFR §1502.14[d]). The No Action Alternative is included in the analysis so that the EIS 
clearly evaluates the effects of not amending the LVFO RMP and not developing the Silver State 
Solar South Project. For this analysis, the No Action Alternative includes the following:  

 The BLM would deny the ROW application and not amend the LVFO RMP. Existing 
management of the area would continue in accordance with the current LVFO RMP. 

 The Silver State Solar South Project would not be built on this site, and any 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts associated with construction and operation at 
this site would not occur, including the benefits associated with a 350-MWAC renewable 
energy source. 

Figure 2-1 depicts the current land use in the project area. Under the No Action Alternative, land 
use would remain the same.  

2.3.2 Alternative B – Proposed Action 
Alternative B is the Applicant’s proposal as described in their draft Plan of Development 
(CH2MHill 2011). It is similar to Phases II and III of the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) 
evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS, but the layout of the project, including solar arrays, drainage 
facilities and appurtenant structures, has been revised since 2010 to avoid potential impacts to 
resources, particularly to jurisdictional waters of the United States. The proposed generating 
capacity remains the same (350 MWAC) as evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS.  

In this Supplemental EIS, project facilities are proposed to be sited north of the location 
evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS, encompassing portions of the revised ROW application area not 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. This revised layout avoids impacts to waters of the U.S. 
Construction of the project facilities and related infrastructure would disturb a total area of 3,855 
acres, of which 1,640 acres would be located in the portion of the ROW application area not 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS.  
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Project and related facilities inside the perimeter fence under Alternative B would cover 
approximately 3,796 acres. This would include limited amounts of open space between the 
perimeter roads and the arrays, as well as drainage facilities. Limited development would also 
occur outside the perimeter fencing, with approximately 59 acres that would include a 220 
kilovolts (kV) transmission line, a switchyard, temporary construction mobilization area, 
perimeter roads around the exterior of the site, and 2.87 miles of maintenance roads that intersect 
the site. The maintenance roads would allow public access through the Project area by 
connecting an existing recreation route from the northwest of the Project area to an existing 
recreation route to the southeast. Proposed drainage controls comprise two drainage basins 
connected by a drainage channel. The drainage basins and connecting channel would be directly 
aligned with the eastern edge, and on the inside, of the perimeter fence and outside delineated 
jurisdictional waters.  

Acreages associated with each project component under Alternative B are listed in Table 2-1. 
These disturbance areas would be removed from the SRMA and their VRM classification would 
be changed from III to IV. 

Table 2-1. Facility Features of Each Action Alternative 

Project Components 
Applicant’s Proposed 

Project 
(Alternative B) 

Alternative C 
(Phases II and III of 
Alternative 2 in the 

2010 Final EIS) 

Alternative D 
(Modified version of 

Applicant’s Proposed 
Action) 

Project Within Perimeter Fence a (Approximate Acres) 

Solar Field and Ancillary 
Facilities  

3,796 2,449 2,609 

Facilities Outside Perimeter Fence a(Approximate Acres) 

Drainage Facilities Included in the solar field 29 364 

Southern California Edison 
(SCE) Switchyard and Laydown 

8 3 15 

220 kV Transmission Line 
(Silver State South Substation to 
the Project Switchyard) 

23 16 13 

34.5-kV Collection Lines 6 4 0 

Temporary Construction 
Mobilization Area 

8 4 28 

Maintenance Road  14 11 63 

Total Disturbance Acreage 3,855 acres 2,515 acres 3,091 acres 

Previously Disturbed Silver State 
North Access Road to Be Used 

12 acres 12 acres 12 acres 

a The tortoise fence is considered the perimeter fence for the purposes of these calculations. 
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When comparing the acreages of the three action alternatives (Table 2-1), it is important to note 
that the difference in acreages are primarily related to drainage control design. Since the Final 
EIS was issued in 2010, Silver State has conducted further analysis of the drainages originating 
in the Lucy Grey Mountains to the east. This analysis has led to the design of detention basins 
and drainage channels for Alternatives B and D to ensure that the downstream discharge of storm 
water flow does not exceed pre-project conditions. The proposed detention facilities for 
Alternative B and D require more acreage than the berm and channel system proposed for 
Alternative C. However, Alternatives B and D have the benefit of eliminating impacts to 
jurisdictional drainages identified within Alternative C.   

Figure 2-2 shows the proposed site layout for Alternative B. 

2.3.3 Alternative C – Alternative Layout 
Alternative C represents Phases II and III of the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) as described in 
Section 2.2.2 of the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 2010). Project and related facilities would disturb a 
total area of 2,515 acres, all within the 7,925-acre ROW application area analyzed in the 2010 
Final EIS. Acreages for major project components under Alternative C are listed in Table 2-1. 
Figure 2-3 shows the proposed site layout for Alternative C.  

The maintenance roads would allow public access through the Project area by connecting an 
existing recreation route from the northwest of the Project area to an existing recreation route to 
the southeast. Drainage controls under Alternative C would consist of a series of up to five 
earthen drainage control berms that would contain surface runoff flows to existing primary 
drainages (stormwater flow corridors) across the site. The berms would be constructed to a 
height of 3 to 5 feet above grade with a top width of approximately 15 feet. The 2010 Final EIS 
identified that the Alternative C drainage structures (Alternative 2 in the 2010 Final EIS) would 
result in impacts to waters of the U.S.  
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2.3.4 Alternative D – Modification to Proposed Action Layout 
The project layout for Alternative D is similar to Alternative B, but includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public scoping period (September 1, 2011 through October 31, 
2011). The layout has been designed to avoid impacts to interstate drainages, reduce impacts to 
desert tortoise and other special status species, and minimizes impacts to recreational areas in the 
Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. Construction of the project facilities and related infrastructure 
would disturb a total area of 3,091 acres.  

Under Alternative D, the solar field and ancillary facilities, including internal circulation roads 
would occupy approximately 2,609 acres inside the perimeter fencing. About 482 acres of the 
facility footprint would be located outside the perimeter fencing, including perimeter roads 
around the exterior of the site and 2.45 miles of maintenance roads that would intersect the site. 
The maintenance roads would allow public access through the Project area by connecting 
existing recreational routes that traverse the project area. Acreages associated with other project 
components under Alternative D are listed in Table 2-1. Figure 2-4 shows the proposed layout 
for Alternative D.     

Drainage controls located outside the perimeter fence would consist of two detention basins and 
associated drainage channels. The drainage structures would result in a temporary disturbance of 
more than 500 acres during construction, and the permanent disturbance would be 364 acres. 

Alternative D includes an area designated as an ACEC (Figure 2-5) and management 
prescriptions that would be required for the designated ACEC (Table 2-2). The ACEC under 
consideration was nominated by Basin and Range Watch to include a total of 129,379 acres in 
California and Nevada. The nominated area within Nevada is 98,300 acres. Basin and Range 
Watch identified their proposed ACEC as being important for several sensitive species. Their 
nomination states, “The Ivanpah Valley contains an important habitat that supports a variety of 
rare and important species as well as important visual and cultural resources. The Ivanpah Valley 
is also undergoing pressure to develop various land uses. Golden Eagle, Western Burrowing 
Owl, Peregrine Falcon, chuckwalla and Gila monster occur here, as well as many rare plants 
from Nevada and California.”  

To be eligible for designation as an ACEC, an area must meet the relevance and importance 
criteria described in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 and BLM Manual 1613. The BLM interdisciplinary team 
determined that 40,180 of the 98,300 nominated acres in Nevada meet criteria for both relevance 
and importance and will be considered in the Draft EIS (refer to Appendix B for detailed 
assessment of relevance and importance. Specifically, the following meet at least one criterion 
for both relevance and importance: 

• Agassiz’s desert tortoise – 30,912 acres 

• White-margined penstemon – 13,795 acres, 4,527 acres of which overlap with the habitat 
for Agassiz’s desert tortoise 

A BLM interdisciplinary team determined that the area does not meet the criteria of relevance 
and importance for cultural values and natural hazards. BLM acknowledges the value of many of 
the fish and wildlife species and natural process or systems nominated that did not  
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meet the importance criteria. Many of the current ACECs in the 1998 RMP contain these 
resources and provide adequate protection. In addition, the RMP contains objectives and 
minimization measures to provide protection for these resources outside designated ACEC areas.  

Table 2-2. Proposed Management Prescriptions for ACEC (Alternative D) 
Lands 

1. Retain in federal ownership. 
2. BLM facilities that provide resource protection, enhancement of the R&I values and/or address 

human health and safety would be allowed on a case-by-case basis 
3. Designate ACECs as linear ROW avoidance area. 
4. Ensure access to private property. 
5. Exclude large site-type ROWs (greater than 5 acres). 
6. Temporary disturbance would be restored to meet the standard BLM restoration standards.  
7. Land Use Authorizations and small site-type ROWs (5 acres or less) would be considered on a 

case by case basis.  
 
Minerals 

1. Open to locatable mineral resources. 
2. Closed to solid leasable mineral resources. 
3. Fluid leasables – Controlled surface use; BLM may require that a proposed facility or activity 

be relocated by more than 200 meters from a proposed location if necessary to achieve the 
desired level of resource protection. 

4. Salable mineral disposals that provide resource protection, enhancement of the R&I values 
and/or address human health and safety would be allowed on a case-by-case basis.   

 
Range 

1. Closed to livestock grazing. 
 
Recreation 

1. Limit recreation facility development to those necessary for resource protection. 
2. Limit OHV use to existing routes. 
3. Permitted non-speed recreation activities in the ACEC will require a desert tortoise spotter 

during the tortoise active season. BLM will monitor the activities to ensure there are no 
adverse impacts to tortoises.  

 
Sensitive Species 

1. Allow prescribed fire use to meet resource objectives and habitat enhancement purposes in 
appropriate areas to support habitat recovery objectives. 

2. Allow use of approved herbicides following ground-disturbing activities in order to implement 
invasive species control methods and support habitat recovery objectives. 

3. Do not authorize military maneuvers. 
4. Activities that result in loss or degradation of tortoise habitat will require reclamation so that 

pre-disturbance condition may be reached within a reasonable time frame. Reclamation may 
include, but is not limited to, salvage and transplant of cactus and yucca, recontouring of the 
area, scarification of compacted soil, soil amendments, seeding, and transplant of seedling 
shrubs. Subsequent seeding or transplanting efforts may be required, if monitoring indicates 
that the original effort was not successful. 
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2.4 PROJECT COMPONENTS COMMON TO 
ALTERNATIVES B, C, AND D 

Project components and the construction, operation, and decommissioning described in Section 
2.5 in the Final EIS are primarily the same for Alternative B, C and D considered in this 
Supplemental EIS. Therefore, to avoid redundancy, detailed information about Project 
components (what they are and how they work) and the construction and operation process have 
been summarized and the reader is referred to the appropriate section of the Final EIS for more 
detailed information. Where components and construction practices differ from what was 
described in the 2010 Final EIS, additional information is provided. Comparative information 
about the three action alternatives is provided in Table 2-1 and Figure 2-5.  

2.4.1 Proposed Project Components 
The proposed Project includes the construction and operation of a 350-MWAC solar PV power 
generation plant and appurtenant facilities within 12,958 acres of BLM-administered public 
lands. The current ROW application area includes 7,387 of the 7,925 acres analyzed in the 2010 
Final EIS (BLM 2010) as well as the expanded ROW application area consisting of 5,571 acres 
mostly to the north of the previously analyzed ROW area. The Project development area, or 
footprint, would encompass between 2,500 acres and 3,855 acres in size depending upon the 
alternative chosen and final site configuration. If approved, the remaining acreage within the 
larger ROW application area would be relinquished and the ROW grant would only be issued for 
lands needed for project development. The project would be designed to produce up to 350 
MWAC of solar-generated electricity, with output based on the project layout and the outcome of 
PPA negotiations. 

The general location of the project footprint and relationship to the ROW application areas under 
Alternatives B, C and D is shown on Figure 2-6. The project footprint under Alternative B, C, or 
D would include the following components: 

Generating Facility Components 
 The photovoltaic solar array field would comprise First Solar’s PV solar modules on 

fixed-tilt mounting systems (including tilt brackets and tabletops) or single-axis, 
horizontal tracker structures supported by driven steel posts or other embedded 
foundation design, or a combination of both. The PV modules would convert sunlight 
into direct current (DC) electricity. 1.25 MW to 2.5 MW arrays of PV-generated DC 
power would be collected from each of the multiple rows of PV modules through one or 
more combiner boxes and conveyed to an inverter (housed in the power conversion 
station (PCS] shelter). The inverter would convert the DC power to alternating current 
(AC) power, which would then flow to a medium-voltage transformer that converts the 
output of the inverter to 34.5 kV. Multiple medium-voltage transformers would be 
connected in parallel in a daisy chain configuration and power delivered to the South 
substation, where the power would be stepped up to 220kV for delivery to the Southern 
California Edison transmission system. Detailed discussion of these Project electrical 
components and interconnection to the transmission grid is provided in Section 2.5 in the 
2010 Final EIS. 
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Buildings 

 A 5-acre operation and maintenance (O&M) area would be developed to accommodate 
an O&M building (up to 10,000 square feet), parking area, and other associated facilities. 
Associated facilities in the O&M area would include above ground water storage tanks, 
septic system, security gate, signage, and flagpoles. The O&M area would be equipped 
with exterior lighting. Lighting would be designed to provide the minimum illumination 
needed to achieve safety and security objectives and would be shielded and oriented to 
focus illumination on the desired area. The design and construction of the O&M building 
would be consistent with applicable county building standards. 

Roads, Fencing and Security 

 An approximately 1-mile long access road would be constructed from the existing Silver 
State Solar North Project maintenance road to the proposed project entrance. The project 
access road may be compacted earth or improved to an aggregate or paved surface if 
determined appropriate by the Applicant or if necessary to comply with Clark County 
requirements. The existing Silver State Solar North Project maintenance road would be 
widened to accommodate additional vehicle traffic associated with the Project. 

 Approximately 21 miles of new perimeter and access roads would be located 
immediately within the site’s perimeter fence and within the solar field area around 
specific blocks of equipment. The perimeter/access roads would be compacted earth and 
constructed to allow access by maintenance and security personnel. The chain-link 
perimeter fence would be 8-feet high with barbed-wire security strands at the top. To 
discourage burrowing by tortoise, the perimeter fencing would include a 0.5-inch 
hardware cloth metal mesh against the lower 2 feet of the fence that would be extended 
an additional 1 foot below the ground angled off site.  

 A 3-mile long maintenance road would be constructed immediately outside the security 
fence (within the tortoise fence perimeter). The maintenance road would be constructed 
as a graded/compacted earth road, or improved to an aggregate surface if determined 
appropriate by the Applicant or if necessary to comply with Clark County requirements.  

 A BLM-approved desert tortoise exclusion fence would be constructed before any 
ground-disturbing activities commence. Desert tortoise exclusion fencing will follow the 
specifications provided in the Desert Tortoise Field Manual (USFWS 2009). 

 A 20-foot wide fire break would be constructed around the exterior of the perimeter fence 
within the tortoise fence. Shrubs and other large vegetation would be removed from the 
firebreak. Periodic maintenance would be required to maintain the firebreak.  

 Site security facilities including perimeter security fencing, controlled access gates, and 
signage. The solar field and support facilities (e.g., substation) would be secured with a 6-
foot high chain link fence with 1-foot high barbed wire strands at the top. Controlled 
access gates would be located at the site entrance and along the perimeter road to allow 
maintenance and security access to all portions of the Project site.  
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Substations, Transmission Lines, and Interconnections  

 An onsite substation designated the Silver State South Substation with 34.5-kV to 220-
kV step-up transformer, breakers, buswork, protective relaying and associated substation 
equipment. The South Substation would provide interconnection to deliver renewable 
energy from the proposed project to the California market via SCE’s Eldorado to Ivanpah 
220-kV transmission line. The South Substation area would be approximately 500 feet 
square. The highest point within the South Substation would be approximately 85 feet 
above grade, at the interconnection point with the 220-kV transmission line. 

 A 1-mile long 220-kV transmission line to interconnect the South Substation with SCE’s 
Eldorado to Ivanpah 220-kV transmission line via the under construction Primm 
Substation. 

 The Primm Substation will be within an area approximately 480 feet by 480 feet and will 
include all of the equipment required for the 220-kV interconnection of the transmission 
line from the South Substation to SCE’s Eldorado-Ivanpah transmission line. Silver State 
will own the gen-tie up to the “dead end structure” (the last transmission pole before the 
Primm Substation), and SCE will own and operate the Primm substation. 

Communication Facilities 
 
The Project would require a communication system to the site from a local service provider. In 
addition the project will require a communication system between the South Substation and the 
Primm Substation as well as between the Primm Substation and the Ivanpah Substation.  
Redundant paths are required between the Primm Substation and the Ivanpah Substation and 
from Primm substation to Eldorado substation to provide reliability within the electrical 
transmission system. Two different types of communication (microwave and fiber) are preferred 
for redundancy.  

 Fiber optic cable would be installed from local service provider to the Project.  Cable 
would be installed underground or on overhead lines along the Project Access Road to 
the O&M building and South Substation. In addition cable would be installed within the 
transmission line corridor between the South Substation and Primm Substation. 

 Diverse fiber optic cable would be installed from Primm Substation to a new microwave 
site approximately 2 miles south of Primm Substation in Nevada, east of Big Horn 
Substation.  The new microwave site is approximately 125’x125’; the microwave site 
would include a communication building, microwave tower, generator/fuel tank and fiber 
cable entry facility.  A microwave path would be constructed from this microwave site to 
Ivanpah Substation.          

 At Ivanpah substation, microwave antenna/cable would be installed on the existing 
microwave tower/facility at Ivanpah substation to communicate over the air path to the 
new microwave site.    

 A microwave dish would be installed at both the Project site and the Ivanpah Substation 
to provide a redundant communication path. The microwave dish located at the Project 
site would be installed on a monopole or lattice structure. Two redundant fiber optic 
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cable communication lines would be installed underground from the Primm Substation to 
the microwave dish location. The communication cable would be installed within the 
proposed Gen-tie corridor and along non- project security fence.     

 Approximately 1500ft of underground fiber would be constructed from Primm substation 
to an Eldorado-Ivanpah 220kV Transmission Line tower northeast of Primm substation to 
connect to the optical ground wire on that Transmission Line tower.  This is for 
communication path to Eldorado Substation.      

 Approximately 1500ft of underground fiber would be constructed from Primm substation 
to an Eldorado-Ivanpah  220kV Transmission Line tower southwest of Primm substation 
to connect to the optical ground wire on that Transmission Line tower.  This is for 
communication path to Ivanpah Substation.     

Other Ancillary Facilities 
 Weather stations (steel lattice towers) up to 33 feet in height mounted on concrete 

foundations. 

Water Supply 
Under the terms of its Water Service Agreement with Las Vegas Valley Water District 
(LVVWD) and in conjunction with the prior approval of the Silver State Solar North Project, 
Silver State implemented a program whereby it will treat all of the waste water generated by the 
Jean Prison in Jean, Nevada, to “Class B” standards (as defined by the Nevada Department of 
Environmental Protection) and infiltrate the treated waste water back to the groundwater basin 
through rapid infiltration basins in the Jean area. The wastewater treatment facility is associated 
with the Gold Strike Hotel and Casino in Jean. The agreement requires Silver State to complete 
this facility by January 1, 2013. In return, LVVWD will supply a maximum of 21 acre-feet per 
year (AFY) of water through an existing groundwater well which will be used by the Silver State 
Solar North Project for long-term operations and maintenance. 

In addition, the LVVWD may supply additional water to the Silver State Solar South Project, 
through two proposed onsite groundwater wells, to be used for dust control during construction 
and a nominal amount of water for potable and sanitary supplies during operations. The water 
wells would be drilled to an estimated depth of 800 feet. Estimated well depth is based on 
existing groundwater basin information and actual depth may vary. The amount of water 
available to the Project for construction would be 200 AFY. Operational water for the Project 
would be drawn from the same 21 AFY allotment for the Silver State Solar North Project.  

In addition to this source of water, the Silver State Solar South Project is exploring other 
potential water sources, including filing for additional temporary water (construction dust 
control) with the Nevada State Engineer and negotiating to obtain existing private water rights.  

Temporary Facilities 
Construction of the Project would require the following temporary facilities. These temporary 
facilities would be removed at the end of the construction period. 
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 Temporary water storage ponds would be constructed as needed to maintain dust control 
during construction.  

 An approximately 30 acre temporary construction mobilization and laydown area. The 
temporary mobilization and laydown area would contain temporary construction trailers, 
owner and construction workforce parking, above-ground water tanks, materials 
receiving and materials storage. The temporary mobilization and laydown area would be 
graded/compacted earth. 

 Temporary construction utilities would include temporary power connection to the NV 
Energy distribution or SCE transmission systems adjacent to the Project, temporary 
power generator, and temporary above-ground water line. 

2.5 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 
Construction of the Project, from receipt of environmental clearances to commercial operation, is 
expected to take place as early as the third quarter of 2013 to the fourth quarter of 2016. The 
Project construction sequence and activities would be similar under Alternatives B, C, and D. 
Major construction activities include:  

• Environmental clearances 
• Tortoise fence installation 
• Preparation of the site access and laydown areas  
• Construction of on-site wells and temporary water storage ponds 
• Construction of drainage facilities 
• Construction of maintenance road 
• Solar field site preparation 
• Preparation of the O&M area 
• Installation of the drainage control facilities 
• Construction of the substation and switchyard 
• Construction and installation of transmission lines 
• Installation of the PV equipment 

o Prepare trenches for underground cable 
o Install underground cable 
o Backfill trenches 
o Install steel posts and table frames and/or tracker systems 
o Install PV modules 
o Install concrete footings for inverters, transformers, and substation equipment 
o Install inverter and transformer equipment 
o Perform electrical terminations  
o Inspect, test, and commission equipment 

• Energize solar facility/Begin commercial operation 

A detailed description of the construction sequence and activities is provided in Chapter 2.6 in 
the 2010 Final EIS. 

The onsite construction workforce would consist of laborers, craftsmen, supervisory personnel, 
support personnel, and construction management personnel. The onsite construction workforce is 
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expected to be approximately 300 – 600 depending on the rate of construction. Construction 
would generally occur between 5:30 a.m. and 7:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. Additional 
hours and/or weekend work days may be necessary to account for schedule deficiencies, or to 
complete critical construction activities. For instance, during hot weather, it may be necessary to 
start work earlier to avoid work during high ambient temperatures. Further, construction 
requirements would include some night-time activity for installation, service or electrical 
connection, inspection and testing activities. Night-time activities would be performed with 
temporary lighting. 

Construction materials such as concrete, pipe, PV modules, wire and cable, fuels, reinforcing 
steel, and small tools and consumables would be delivered to the site by pickup or flatbed trucks. 
Access to the site would be from Primm Boulevard and would utilize the access road to the 
Project site. An approximately 1-mile-long Project access road would be constructed to connect 
with the Project site. The graded access road would be used for delivery of all Project 
components and by workers traveling to the site for construction. It is anticipated that most 
construction staff and workers would come daily to the jobsite from within Clark County. If 
determined necessary for dust control purposes, these roads may be upgraded to aggregate or 
paved surface. 

Temporary construction parking would be provided on the site near the site entrance. This area 
would provide sufficient parking for the construction workforce traveling to the Project site in 
their personal vehicles. Parking areas for construction vehicles and laydown areas for 
construction materials would be prepared inside the solar field area. 

Drainage control facilities are proposed upstream of the project site. For Alternative B and D, 
these facilities comprise detention basins, channels, and conveyance facilities designed to 
capture offsite runoff and divert erosive storm water flows around the project. Detention basins 
for this project would be large volume facilities cut below existing grade to detain and discharge 
water at a lesser flow rate, at or below historic conditions downstream of the project site. As part 
of the expected earthwork, additional diversions are proposed upstream of the detention basins to 
collect water into localized spillways. Alternative C would utilize large earthen berms to prevent 
the existing washes from migrating from their current path and to direct storm water into the 
existing washes.  

Initial grading work would include the use of rubber-tired tractors, tillers and vibratory rollers, 
track-driven excavators, graders, scrapers, paddle wheels, dump trucks, and front end loaders. In 
addition, support pickups, water trucks, and cranes would be used as needed. Throughout the 
construction process, temporary above ground fuel storage tanks would be located at the site for 
construction equipment fueling. It is anticipated that fuel tanks in various sizes, ranging from 
500-1000 gallons, will be required to support equipment onsite. Fuel tanks may be repositioned 
during the course of construction to accommodate phasing of the project. As the Project moves 
into the next stages of civil work, equipment for foundations and road construction would be 
brought in, including paving machines (if required), trenching machines, pumps, additional 
excavators for foundation drilling, tractors, and additional support vehicles.  
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2.6 PROJECT OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND 
DECOMMISSIONING 

Project operation, maintenance and decommissioning would be the same for Alternatives B, C, 
and D. Operation and maintenance of the Project would require a workforce of up to 10 full-time 
positions (or personnel hours totaling 10 full-time employee positions). This workforce would 
include administrative and management personnel, operators, and security and maintenance 
personnel. Staff would be on site 24-hours per day. Maintenance and administrative staff would 
typically work 8-hour days, Monday through Friday. During periods when non-routine 
maintenance or major repairs are in progress, the maintenance force would typically work 
evenings when the solar plant is naturally offline. 

Periodic routine maintenance would include monthly, quarterly, semi-annual and annual 
inspections and service. The solar plant would use no processed water, gas, or fuels for the 
power generation process. The maintenance protocol would be mainly routine inspections. 
Operation and maintenance would require the use of vehicles and equipment including trucks for 
periodic panel washing, if needed, and crane trucks for minor equipment maintenance. 
Additional maintenance equipment would include forklifts, manlifts, and chemical application 
equipment for weed abatement. Any herbicide used would be approved for use on BLM lands 
and consistent with those analyzed in the Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on BLM 
Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. As this fully 
analyzed and specific herbicides are approved for use on BLM lands. Detention basin 
maintenance will be required depending on the frequency and magnitude of rainfall and 
agreements with the Clark County Regional Flood Control District. 

At designated intervals, approximately every 10 to 15 years, major equipment maintenance 
would be performed. On occasions, large heavy-haul transport equipment, including cranes, 
would be brought on site. No heavy equipment would be used during normal plant operation. 

2.6.1 Decommissioning 
The economic lifespan of the Project is expected to be in the range of 20 to 30 years, depending 
upon the availability of agreements with utility offtakers. At the end of the Project’s useful 
economic life, the facilities would be either repowered or decommissioned. Due to the excellent 
solar resource at the Project area, repowering is a potential option. This may involve retrofitting 
existing components with updated, more efficient components; thereby extending the useful 
economic life of the Project. 

The procedures described for decommissioning in the 2010 Final EIS are designed to ensure 
public health and safety, environmental protection, and compliance with applicable regulations. 
Decommissioning would begin after cessation commercial operations. 

The Project goals for site decommissioning are as follows: 

• Remove above-ground structures, unless converted to other uses 
• Restore the lines and grades in the disturbed area of the Project area to match the natural 

gradients of the site 
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• Re-establish native vegetation and cryptobiotic soils in the disturbed areas 

If approved, the ROW authorization for the proposed Project would include a required 
Performance and Reclamation bond to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of the 
ROW authorization, consistent with the requirements of 43 CFR 2805.12(g). The Performance 
and Reclamation bond would consist of three components: hazardous materials; 
decommissioning and removal of improvements and facilities; and reclamation, revegetation, 
restoration, and soil stabilization including re-establishment of cryptobiotic soils. 

2.7 APPLICANT-PROPOSED MEASURES AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) include project design features or mitigation requirements 
that have been incorporated into the proposed action or alternatives to avoid or reduce adverse 
impacts to the surrounding environment. Such measures are implemented through the design 
process to minimize such impacts or avoid them altogether, and also through the development of 
site-specific management and operation plans.  

APMs include the preparation of the following management plans, which were submitted to and 
approved by the BLM prior to issuance of the notice to proceed on the 50MWAC Silver State 
Solar North project. The APMs for the proposed Project are listed in Table 2-3 below. These 
plans and conditions, which were originally designed to include the Silver State Solar North 
project (BLM 2010) are relevant, as is or with some modification, to the proposed Project. 

In addition, construction of the Project would be subject to agency-required mitigation measures 
that are intended to guide construction activities and development of facilities to minimize 
environmental and operational impacts. Required mitigation measures are provided in Table 2-4 
below. 
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Table 2-3. Applicant-Proposed Measures 
The following measures have been proposed and committed to by the Applicant as design features of the Proposed 
project. They would be implemented as warranted by site and resource conditions.

APM-1 EROSION CONTROL 
Soil stabilization measures will be used to prevent soil being detached by stormwater runoff.  The Applicant will 
employ Best Management Practice (BMPs) to protect the soil surface by covering or binding soil particles. The 
Project will incorporate erosion-control measures required by regulatory agency permits and contract documents as 
well as other measures selected by the contractor. Site-specific BMPs will be designed by the contractor, and 
associated figures are to be included in the final Project Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  
 
Erosion Control Measures  
At a minimum, the Project will implement the following practices for temporary and final erosion control: 
 
Year-round: 
• Monitor the weather using National Weather Service reports to track conditions and alert crews to the onset of 

rainfall events. 
• Preserve existing vegetation where required and when feasible. Conduct clearing and grading only in areas 

necessary for project activities and equipment traffic. Install temporary fencing prior to construction along the 
boundaries of the construction zone to clearly mark this zone, preventing vehicles or personnel from straying 
onto adjacent offsite habitat. 

• Sequence construction activities with the installation of erosion control and sediment control measures. Arrange 
the construction schedule as much as practicable to leave existing vegetation undisturbed until immediately 
prior to grading. 

• Protect slopes susceptible to erosion by installing controls such as seed-free hay bales, fiber rolls, and gravel 
bags. 

• Stabilize non-active areas as soon as feasible after construction is complete and no later than 14 days after 
construction in that portion of the site has temporarily or permanently ceased. Reapply as necessary to maintain 
effectiveness. 

• Place covers over stockpiles prior to forecasted storm events and during windy conditions. Place sediment 
controls (fiber rolls or gravel bags) around the perimeter of stockpiled materials year-round. Excess sand and 
gravel will be stockpiled for BLM material sale. 

• Maintain sufficient erosion control materials on site to allow implementation in conformance with General 
Permit requirements and as described in the SWPPP. This includes implementation requirements for active 
areas and non-active areas that require deployment before the onset of rain. 

• Promptly repair and reapply controls according to BMPs in areas for which erosion is evident. 
 
During the rainy season: 
• Implement temporary erosion control measures such as fiber rolls, straw bales, geotextiles and mats, and gravel 

bags at regular intervals throughout the defined rainy season and as needed determined by site conditions. 
• Inspect and stabilize disturbed areas with temporary or permanent erosion control measures before rain events. 
 
During the non-rainy season: 
Conduct construction activities that will have an impact on waters of the United States during the dry season to the 
extent feasible to minimize erosion. 
A combination of the following erosion controls may be used at the site: 
• Scheduling of activities to avoid times of erosion susceptibility 
• Preservation of existing vegetation 
• Mulch and hydraulic mulch 
• Straw mulch 
• Geotextiles and mats 
• Earth dikes and drainage swales 
• Velocity dissipation devices 
• Slope drains 
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Table 2-3. Applicant-Proposed Measures (Continued) 
Streambank stabilization 
BMPs will be deployed in a sequence to follow the progress of grading and construction. As the locations of soil 
disturbance change, erosion controls will be adjusted accordingly to control stormwater runoff at the downgrade 
perimeter. 
 
Sediment Control Measures 
Sediment controls are intended to complement and enhance selected erosion control measures and reduce sediment 
discharges from active construction areas. Sediment controls are designed to intercept and settle out soil particles 
that have been detached and transported by the force of water. The Project will incorporate sediment control 
measures required by regulatory agency permits and contract documents as well as other measures selected by the 
contractor. The Project will implement the following practices for temporary sediment control: 
 
Year-round: 
• The installation of detention ponds to control all stormwater flow off site. The ponds will be designed to control 

sediment transport off site. Sediment will be removed from the ponds periodically and transported off site to a 
designated fill area. 

• Maintain the following temporary sediment control materials onsite: silt fence materials, gravel bags for linear 
barriers, and fiber rolls in sufficient quantities throughout the project to implement temporary sediment controls 
in the event of predicted rain and to respond to failures or emergencies, in conformance with General Permit 
requirements and as described in the SWPPP. Install gravel filter berms at the base of slopes adjacent to 
delineated sensitive areas (wetlands, dry washes), if any. Native onsite stones/rocks will be used in construction 
of gravel filter berms or check dams. 

• Install gravel filter berms along the boundaries of delineated sensitive areas, if any, within the boundaries of the 
Project site or areas that receive runoff from the Project site. Native onsite stones/rocks will be used in 
construction of gravel filter berms or check dams. 
 

During the rainy season: 
Implement temporary sediment controls at the draining perimeter of disturbed soil areas, at the toe of slopes, and at 
outfall areas. 
 
During the non-rainy season: 
Implement temporary sediment controls such as hay bales, fiber rolls, or gravel bags at the draining perimeter of 
disturbed soil areas. A combination of the following sediment controls may be used at the site: 
• Silt fence 
• Sediment basin 
• Sediment trap 
• Check dam 
• Fiber rolls 
• Gravel bag berm 
• Street sweeping and vacuuming 
 

BMPs will be deployed in a sequence to follow the progress of grading and construction. As the locations of soil 
disturbance change, sedimentation controls will be adjusted accordingly to control stormwater runoff at the 
downgrade perimeter. 

APM-2 EXCAVATION/GRADING 
Prior to trench excavation, the area to be trenched will be graded and organic matter removed. Organic matter will 
be mulched and re-deposited within the site fill except under foundations and in trenches. Cryptobiotic soil crusts 
may also be salvaged. Trench excavation will be performed with conventional trenching equipment. Excavated soil 
will be maintained adjacent to the trench and used to backfill the trench once conductors are installed and tested. 
Excavated soil will not be removed from the Project site. Temporary sheeting or bracing shall be used as necessary 
to support trench side walls in areas where soils are soft or collapsible. The trench itself will be first backfilled with 
3 to 4 inches of sand to provide suitable bedding for installed conductors, and then 3 to 4 inches of sand will be 
deposited on top of installed conductors. The remaining backfill will be composed of the native excavated soils and 
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Table 2-3. Applicant-Proposed Measures 
compacted to 90 percent of standard proctor density. During the backfill, underground utility marking tape will be 
installed 12 inches below grade to indicate the type of conductors installed beneath.

APM-3 AIR / DUST CONTROL 
The Applicant would use water to control dust to comply with Clark County dust control requirements. The 
Proposed Project would implement the following practices for fugitive dust and wind erosion control: 
• Minimize grading and vegetation removal, and limit surface disturbance during construction to the time just 

before PV module support structure installation; 
• Limit vehicular speeds on non-paved roads; 
• Apply water to disturbed soil areas of the Proposed Project site to control dust and maintain optimum moisture 

levels for compaction, as needed. Apply the water using water trucks. Minimize water application rates as 
necessary to prevent runoff and ponding; 

• During windy conditions (forecast or actual wind conditions of approximately 25 miles per hour or greater), 
apply dust control to haul roads to adequately control wind erosion. Cover exposed, stockpiled, material areas; 

• Suspend excavation and grading during periods of high winds; and 
• Cover all trucks hauling soil and other loose material or maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. 

APM-4 SWPPP 
The project design and plans will include BMPs to mitigate potential soil erosion caused by construction and 
operation of the project. SWPPPs will be developed to assist with the management and protection of water resources 
throughout construction and the life of the project. 

APM-5 SPCC PLAN 
The Applicant would prepare a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan in accordance with 
Federal regulations to protect the environment from spills of petroleum products. 

APM-6 HEALTH AND SAFETY PROGRAM 
The Applicant will require that all employees and contractors adhere to appropriate health and safety plans and 
emergency response plans. All construction and operation contractors will be required by the Applicant to operate 
under a health and safety program that is approved by the Applicant and that meets industry standards. All 
contractors will be required to maintain and carry health and safety materials including the Material Safety Data 
Sheets (MSDSs) of hazardous materials used on site.

APM-7 EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN 
An emergency response plan will be prepared for the Project. The plan will contain a section that presents the results 
of a comprehensive facility hazard analysis and, for each identified hazard, a response plan. Emergencies may 
include brush or equipment fires, transformer oil leaks or spills, attempted acts of sabotage, and airplane crashes. 
The emergency response plan will assign roles and actions for onsite personnel and responders and will designate 
assembly areas and response actions. 
APM-8 WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
The Applicant would prepare a Waste Management Plan that would describe the storage, transportation, and 
handling of wastes and would emphasize the recycling of wastes, where possible, and would identify the specific 
landfills that would receive wastes that could not be recycled. Construction wastes will be managed in accordance 
with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 USC 6901, et seq. and RCRA’s implementing 
regulations at 40 CFR 260, et seq.) and other applicable state and local regulations. 

APM-9 NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL PLAN 
The applicant would prepare a Noxious Weed Control Plan (APM-9) would be prepared and submitted to the BLM 
for review and approval before BLM issuance of a Notice to Proceed. The following are project-specific measures 
that the Applicant would implement to control noxious weeds: 
• Noxious Weed Risk Assessment Form. This form provides information about the types of weed surveys to be 

conducted and weed treatment and prevention method schedules appropriate for the types of noxious weeds 
likely to be present. This form identifies and evaluates the level of noxious weed management necessary. 

• Pesticide Use Proposal. The Applicant shall prepare, submit, obtain, and maintain a herbicide use proposal for 
the Proposed Action. The Applicant would coordinate weed control activities with the BLM Weed Coordinator, 
particularly regarding proposed herbicide treatments. Pesticide Application Reports will be provided annually to 
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the BLM Weed Coordinator. 

• Weed Management Plan. Before ground-disturbing activities begin, the Applicant would prepare a weed 
management plan. The plan would identify potential weed infestations at the Proposed Project site and along the 
Project-associated linear facilities and would prescribe treatment. 

• Weed Infestation Prevention. The Applicant would limit ground disturbance to the minimum necessary to 
safely construct and operate the Proposed Project. The Applicant would avoid creating soil conditions that 
promote weed germination and establishment. 

• Equipment Cleaning Sites. The Applicant would establish equipment cleaning sites to remove weed seeds, 
plant parts, or mud and dirt from vehicles. Project-related equipment and machinery would be cleaned using 
compressed air or water to remove mud, dirt, and plant parts before moving into and from relatively weed-free 
areas. Seeds and plant parts would be collected, bagged, and deposited in dumpsters destined for local landfills, 
when practical. 

 
The following measures would be implemented to prevent infestations of noxious weeds at the Proposed Project site 
and to control any potential infestations that may occur during project construction and operation: 
• Project construction workers would inspect, remove, and dispose of weed seed and plant parts found on their 

clothing and personal equipment, bag the product, and dispose of in a dumpster for deposit in a local landfill; 
• Certified weed-free hay bales would be used for erosion control and to contain vehicle station wash water; 
• Periodic monitoring of the construction site would be conducted to check for noxious weed infestations; and 
• Areas subject to construction, such as the transmission ROW, would be rehabilitated and revegetated in 

accordance with the Rehabilitation Plan. 

APM-10: SITE REHABILITATION PLAN AND FACILITY DECOMMISSIONING PLAN 
In order to ensure that the permanent closure of the facility does not have an adverse effect, a Facility 
Decommissioning Plan would be developed at least 6 months prior to commencement of site closure activities. The 
Facility Decommissioning Plan would be developed in coordination with the BLM, with input from other agencies 
as appropriate. The Facility Decommissioning Plan would address future land use plans, removal of hazardous 
materials, impacts and mitigation associated with closure activities, schedule of closure activities, equipment to 
remain on the site, and conformance of the plan with applicable regulatory requirements and resource plans. The 
Facility Decommissioning Plan would be consistent with requirements and goals set in the Site Rehabilitation 
Plan. The activities involved in the facility closure would depend on the expected future use of the site. Certain 
facility equipment may be utilized for future uses of the site, such the O&M building, electrical transmission lines, 
and roads. Therefore, the extent of site closure activities would be determined at the time of the closure, in 
accordance with the Facility Decommissioning Plan. Closure activities may include: 
• Removal of solar panels and supports; 
• Removal of foundations; 
• Removal of underground facilities to a depth of at least 2 feet below the ground surface; 
• Removal of inverters and transformers; 
• Removal of the substation; 
• Disposal of chemicals and hazardous waste; 
• Draining of transformers and disposal of dielectric oils (if transformers cannot be resold); 
• Demolition and removal of the O&M building and removal of building foundations; 
• Removal of on-site wooden transmission poles and conductors; 
• Removal of 220kv/230kv steel transmission poles and conductors, and removal of foundations to a depth of at 

least 2 feet below the ground surface; 
• Closure and abandonment of water wells and the septic tank; 
• Removal of site fencing; 
• Regrading and restoration of original site contours; 
• Re-establishment of cryptobiotic soils; and 
• Revegetation of areas disturbed by closure activities in accordance with the Site Rehabilitation Plan. 
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APM-11 AERONAUTICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
Because of the proximity to the proposed Airport, the Applicant would file Notices of Proposed Construction or 
Alternation (Form 7460s) with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prior to project construction. The FAA 
review process will identify any aviation-related lighting requirements. 

APM-12 VEGETATION TRIMMING 
Vegetation will be trimmed to an average height of not more than 12 inches just ahead of the PV module installation 
activity. Except where excavation or grading is proposed, the root systems of existing vegetation will be left in place 
to provide soil stability. 

APM-13 CULTURAL 
If archaeological properties are found to be eligible for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listing, the 
Applicant would assess the potential adverse impact of the Project and would prepare a plan to mitigate any 
potentially adverse impacts, in consultation with BLM and Nevada SHPO. 

APM- 14 ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE 
Initial site mobilization activities in each construction section would include environmental clearance in which site 
activities are reviewed and approved for compliance with resource protection plans and approved construction-
compliance documents. Environmental clearance activities would: 
• Be performed in each of the Proposed Project construction sections as they are constructed; 
• First be obtained for the site access roads, well field, construction water storage pond and O&M area. 

Subsequent clearances would be obtained for each of the remaining major tasks; 
• Delineate and mark the boundaries of each construction area during each phase of environmental clearance; 
• Would use professional biologists to meet cactus salvage requirements, survey and relocate/translocate desert 

tortoise, and perform other sensitive species removal and mitigation; 
• Install security and tortoise fencing around the perimeter of each construction area to prevent the reintroduction 

of sensitive species to the area; and 
• Occur only during weather conditions permitted for the activity. 
• The schedule provided in Chapter 2, Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives, provides for multiple 

environmental clearance windows for each Proposed Project construction section. 

APM–15 GENERAL DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS 
The Proposed Project would be designed in accordance with federal and industrial standards including American 
Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME), National Electric Code (NEC 2005), International Energy Conservation 
Code (IECC 2006), International Building Code (IBC 2006), Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC 2006), Uniform 
Mechanical Code (UMC 2006), National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) and Occupations Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA). Construction will be in accordance with the federal codes listed above and all applicable 
state and local codes. Local Clark County codes will include Title 13 – Fire and Fire Prevention, Title 22 – 
Buildings and Construction, Title 24 – Water, Sewage and Other Utilities and Title 25 – Plumbing and Electrical 
Regulations. 

APM- 16 ESTABLISH A PLANT NURSERY DURING CLEARING OF THE PROJECT SITE. 
The Proposed Project would establish a plant nursery on site during clearing (APM-16) as necessary in order to store 
salvage plants, including cactus and yucca that are protected under Nevada state law (Nevada Revised Statutes 
[NRS] 527.060-120 and Nevada Administrative Code [NAC] 527). As determined necessary, before clearing, field 
crews would salvage cacti and yucca to meet requirements established by the State. As determined by the BLM, 
plants would be made available for commercial and public use. 
Air Quality and Climate (Section 4.1) 

None 
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Noise (Section 4.2) 
MM NOI-1: Conduct Construction Activities during Daytime Hours. The Applicant shall conduct construction activity 
only during daytime hours while within 1,000 feet of the Desert Oasis apartment complex. Construction activities 
(including truck deliveries, pile driving, and vibration equipment use) shall be restricted to the least noise-sensitive 
times of day—weekday daytime hours between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., within 1,000 feet of near residential or 
recreational areas; 

MM NOI-2: Turn off Idling Equipment. The Applicant shall turn off idling equipment when not in use. 

MM NOI-3: Notify Adjacent Residences. The Applicant shall notify adjacent residents in advance of construction 
work through public mailings and signs directed toward residents, landowners, and recreational users within one 
mile of the site prior to construction. The notice shall state specifically where and when construction activities will 
occur in the area. The Applicant shall also provide a communication line or procedures to enable individuals to 
contact the contractor in the event that construction noise levels affect them. 

MM NOI-4: Install Acoustic Barriers. The Applicant shall install acoustic barriers around stationary construction 
noise sources as necessary to maintain a noise level not to exceed 85 dBA at the property boundary closest to the 
nearest residence. 

MM NOI-5: Proper maintenance and working order of equipment and vehicles. Construction equipment shall be 
maintained per manufacturers’ recommendations. The Applicant shall ensure that all equipment is adequately 
muffled and maintained, to include:  
• Use of noise controls on standard construction equipment and shielding on impact tools; 
• Use of broadband noise backup alarms on mobile equipment; and 
• Installation of mufflers on exhaust stacks of all diesel, gasoline and natural gas-powered engines. 

MM NOI-6: Construction Equipment Muffled. The Applicant shall provide adequately muffled construction 
equipment. 

MM NOI-7: Ensure proper installation of transformer equipment. The Applicant shall ensure proper installation of 
transformer equipment by: 
• Installing transformers within enclosures; 
• Using sound-dampening pads between each transformer and the mounting surface; 
• Using flexible conduit couplings between each transformer and the associated wiring system; and  
• Mounting the transformers on surfaces with a large mass to avoid. 
Geology, Topography and Geologic Hazards (Section 4.3) 
MM GEO-1. Inspections After Geologic Events. To minimize or avoid potential hazards from earthquakes and other 
geologic events, the Applicant shall have inspections performed by a BLM-approved appropriate professional (e.g., 
geologist, geophysicist, geologic engineer, or structural engineer) following geologic events in the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project site. The appropriate professional shall perform the appropriate inspection and make 
recommendations to ensure that hazards are minimized for the next comparable or larger event. The Applicant shall 
implement the recommended corrective actions. 

MM GEO-2. Applicant’s Insurance Coverage. The Applicant shall acquire the appropriate insurance coverage to 
address potential off-site damage to structures or injury to people by facility structures that are moved off-site by a 
geologic event such as an earthquake or flash flood event.
Soil Resources (Section 4.4) 
MM SOILS-1: Ensure soils are free from contaminants. The Applicant shall ensure that imported soils are free from 
contaminants before use on the site. At the request of the BLM, soils shall be tested to ensure that hazardous 
materials are not present within the imported fill. 
MM SOILS-2: Ensure soils are of the same soil type. The Applicant shall ensure that imported soils are consistent in 
texture and drainage characteristics to existing on-site soils before use on the site. At the request of the BLM, soils 
hall be tested to ensure they are of the same soil type as pre-construction soils. s  
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Water Resources/ Hydrology (Section 4.5) 
MM WATER-1: Groundwater Monitoring Plan. The Applicant shall develop and implement a Groundwater 
Monitoring Plan during Proposed Project construction and operations. The plan shall include metering of Project 
wells and monthly reports to LVVWD and quarterly water use reports to the BLM and State Engineer. 
 
MM WATER-2: Operational phase erosion and sedimentation control measures. The Applicant shall develop and 
implement erosion and sedimentation control measures to be used to minimize impacts during the life of the Project. 
At a minimum, this plan shall include: 
• Soil stabilization measures to offset loss in vegetation; 
• Biannual and post-storm monitoring of erosion and sedimentation; 
• Annual monitoring of the surface of Ivanpah Dry Lake and Roach Dry Lake to assess effects of sedimentation; 
• Monitoring at Roach Dry Lake will be conducted in a manner that will not interfere with the Southern Nevada 

Supplemental Airport (SNSA); and 
• Adaptive management of actions if erosion and sedimentation control measures are found to be insufficient to 

control surface water at the site. Any changes must be approved by the BLM. 
 
MM WATER-3: Flood risk control measures. The Applicant shall develop and implement flood risk control 
measures to minimize impacts during the life of the Project. These measures shall include, as appropriate, adhering 
to the recommendations presented in the Applicant’s Initial Site Drainage Plan for the project proposed in the 2010 
Final EIS (Louis Berger 2010). At a minimum, this plan shall include: 
• PV panels designed to be at least 3 feet above the ground to accommodate the 0.5 foot to 2.5 feet of flooding 

calculated in the Louis Berger report; 
• Concrete ballasts would not be used on areas rated at moderate or higher risk flood zone after House (2006). 

Steel post foundations would be used in these flood-prone areas. Steel post foundations (8 to 12 feet in depth) in 
flood-prone areas would be designed to withstand a minimum of 1.5 feet of scour; and 

• Adaptive management of actions if erosion and sedimentation control measures are found to be insufficient or 
excessive or if flooding proves to be destructive. Any changes must be approved by the BLM. 

MM WATER-4: Stormwater monitoring and response plan. The Applicant shall develop and implement a 
stormwater monitoring and response plan to minimize impacts from flood damage during the life of the Project. At a 
minimum, this plan shall include: 
• Visual surveys of all structures for scour following major storm events; 
• Visual surveys of fencing to check for damage and/or debris; 
• Cleanup of broken equipment if failures occur; 
• Inspection and cleanup of downstream areas  if debris is transported off site; 
• Adaptive management of flood protection and erosion actions if the monitoring plan reveals routine damage to 

project structures due to flooding. Any changes must be approved by the BLM. 
 
MM WATER-5: Drainage Crossing Design. If drainages cannot be avoided by infrastructure placement, then the 
Applicant shall design drainage crossings to accommodate estimated peak flows and ensure that natural volume 
capacity can be maintained throughout construction and upon post-construction restoration. This measure is 
necessary to minimize erosion and degradation to which drainages are subject.
Biological Resources (Section 4.6) 
MM BIO-1. Preconstruction Surveys.  Preconstruction surveys shall be coordinated by the Applicant and conducted 
by qualified botanists. Areas to be surveyed shall include mowing areas, brush clearing areas, and ground 
disturbance areas within habitat deemed suitable for sensitive species. These surveys shall be conducted for the 
presence of special status plants and noxious weeds to prevent direct loss of plants and to prevent the spread of 
weeds. 

MM BIO-2. Best Management Practices. Crews will be directed by the Applicant to use BMPs, where applicable. 
These measures will be identified by the Applicant and approved by BLM prior to construction and incorporated 
into the construction operations. 

MM BIO-3. Biological Monitors. Biological monitors shall be assigned by the Applicant to the proposed Project in 
areas of sensitive biological resources. The monitors shall be responsible for ensuring that impacts on special status 

October 2012 2-29 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 2 

October 2012 2-30 Draft 

Table 2-4. Proposed Mitigation Measures (Continued) 
species would be avoided to the fullest extent possible. Where appropriate, monitors shall flag the boundaries of 
areas where activities would need to be restricted to protect native plants or special status species. Those restricted 
areas shall be monitored to ensure their protection during construction. 

MM BIO-4. Facility Siting. Final tower and spur road locations shall be adjusted by the Applicant to avoid sensitive 
biological resources to the greatest extent feasible. 

MM BIO-6. Yellow Twotone Beardtongue Measures. Specific mitigation measures to protect the yellow twotone 
beardtongue shall be developed by the Applicant through agency coordination and included in the restoration plan. 
Mitigation may include seed collection, nursery development, transplantation of individuals, and/or sponsorship of 
the plant into the Center for Plant Conservation (CPC) National Collection of Endangered Plants at Missouri 
Botanical Garden. 

MM BIO-7. Cactus and Yucca Salvage Plan. The following measures shall be taken to maximize salvage of  cactus 
and yucca species within the proposed Project area: 

1.  BLM shall conduct a series of public and commercial sales to reduce the number of cacti and yucca present. 
The Applicant shall reimburse the BLM for costs associated with the sales through a cost reimbursable account 
(7122). BLM staff from renewable resources, law enforcement, and support services will be needed to arrange, 
advertise, and implement the sales. Sales shall take place after the area has been fenced and cleared of desert 
tortoises. 

2.  For the remaining cacti and yucca that are not purchased, the Applicant shall fund, establish, and maintain 
cactus and yucca three stockpiles to assist with BLM habitat restoration, road closure, and mine reclamation 
programs. Stockpiles shall be set up at (1) on Ann Road in Las Vegas, (2) the Desert Tortoise Conservation 
Center in Las Vegas, and (3) near Searchlight. The Applicant shall contract with a BLM-approved company to 
establish and maintain the stockpiles. Set-up shall include fencing 1- to 2- acre sites with T-post and wire (or 
repairing existing fencing, if present), salvaging and transplanting cacti/yucca in trenches, and watering plants 
once a month, on average. The Applicant shall continue maintenance (watering) for one-year. 

3.  The Applicant shall provide site access during construction for BLM restoration and reclamation crews to 
salvage cacti, yucca, and other plant-related materials (shrubs, cryptobiotic soils) on an as-needed basis. 

Any cacti and yucca remaining after steps 1, 2, and 3 are completed will not be salvaged. 

MM BIO-8. Worker Environmental Awareness Program. A Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) 
shall be prepared by the Applicant or their contractor. All construction crews and contractors shall participate in 
WEAP training prior to starting work on the proposed Project. The WEAP training shall include a review of the 
special status species and other sensitive resources that could exist in the Project area, the locations of sensitive 
biological resources and their legal status and protections, and measures to be implemented for avoidance of these 
sensitive resources. A record of all trained personnel shall be maintained. 

MM BIO-9. Migratory Birds and Raptors Impacts Reduction Measures. To reduce impacts on migratory birds and 
raptors, the following will be done: 
• The Applicant shall fund biological monitors to monitor and enforce disturbance buffers around all active bird 

nests (for raptors and species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act) found in the Project area during 
construction. The general bird breeding season for this area is late February to early July. For raptors, 
specifically, the Applicant shall use the USFWS Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor Protection from 
Human and Land Use Disturbances (1999) to determine appropriate survey areas and disturbance buffers for 
active nests. For all non-raptor bird species, biologists shall survey within the proposed Project area. Because 
there are no standardized disturbance buffers for active non-raptor bird nests, the Applicant shall consult with 
the appropriate agencies (BLM, USFWS, and NDOW) on a case-by-case basis when active nests are found in 
Project areas, unless directed to do otherwise by all these agencies. 

• Active bird nests shall not be moved during breeding season, unless the Project is expressly permitted to do so 
by the USFWS, BLM, and NDOW. 

• All active nests and disturbance or harm to active nests shall be reported within 24 hours of detection to the 
USFWS, BLM, and NDOW. Work shall be halted if it is determined by the biological monitor that active nests 
are being disturbed by construction activities, until further direction or approval to work is obtained from the 
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appropriate agencies. 

MM BIO-10. Avian Protection. All transmission and subtransmission towers and poles will be designed to be avian-
safe in accordance with the Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: the State of the Art in 2006 
(Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 2006). Additionally, a post-construction bird study shall be conducted by 
the Applicant with review by BLM to monitor for incidents of bird strikes during the operation of the proposed 
Project. The scope and protocol of  post-construction monitoring and reporting of bird strikes will be determined 
from future consultation with USFWS. 

MM BIO-11. Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy. Due to the potential presence of golden eagles, raptors, and bat 
species within the Project area, a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy shall be developed with the goal of reducing 
the potential risks for avian and bat mortality resulting from construction and operation of the Project. The 
objectives of this Strategy would be: 
• Identify baseline conditions for raptor and bat species currently present at the Project components; 
• Identify construction and operational activities that may increase the potential of adverse effects to these species 

on and adjacent to the Project components; 
• Specify steps that should be taken to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any potential adverse effects on these 

species; and 
• Detail long-term monitoring and reporting goals. 

MM BIO-12. Facility Siting. Final tower and spur road locations shall be adjusted to avoid sensitive biological 
resources to the greatest extent feasible. 

MM BIO-13. Western Burrowing Owl Measures. To reduce impacts on the western burrowing owl, the following 
will be done: 
• A qualified biologist will conduct preconstruction surveys for western burrowing owl not more than 30 days 

prior to construction within suitable habitat, and prior to breeding season (February 1 through August 31). All 
areas within 250 feet of the proposed Project area will be surveyed per USFWS 2007 burrowing owl guidance. 

• If an active nest is identified, there will be no construction activities within 250 feet of the nest  to prevent 
disturbance until the chicks have fledged, as determined by a qualified biologist. 

• The occurrence and location of any western burrowing owl will be documented by biological monitors in daily 
reports and submitted to the authorized biologist on a daily basis. Within 24 hours of all incidents of disturbance 
or harm to burrowing owls, the authorized biologist will report such incidents to the appropriate resource 
agencies (USFWS, BLM, and NDOW). 

MM BIO-14. Gila Monster and Chuckwalla Measures. The following measures are the current NDOW construction 
site protocols for the Gila monster (NDOW 2007), and are also applicable for the chuckwalla. Through the WEAP, 
works and other project personnel should know how to: (1) identify and distinguish Gila monsters from other lizards 
such as chuckwallas and banded geckos; (2) report any observations of Gila monsters (in Nevada) to the biological 
monitor for notification to NDOW; (3) be alerted to the consequences of a bite resulting from carelessness or 
unnecessary harassment; and (4) be aware of protective measures provided under state law. 
• Live Gila monsters found in harm’s way on the construction site shall be captured and then detained in a cool, 

shaded environment (<85 degrees Fahrenheit) by the proposed Project biologist or equivalent personnel until a 
NDOW biologist can arrive for documentation purposes. Despite the fact that a Gila monster is venomous and 
can deliver a serious bite, its relatively slow gait allows for it to be easily coaxed or lifted into an open bucket or 
box, carefully using a long-handled instrument such as a shovel or snake hook. A clean 5-gallon plastic bucket 
with a secure, vented lid or something similar may be used for safe containment. Additionally, written 
information identifying the capture location, date, time, and circumstances (e.g., biological survey or 
construction) and habitat description (e.g., vegetation, slope, aspect, and substrate) will also be provided to 
NDOW. 

• Injuries to Gila monsters may occur during excavation, blasting, road grading, or other construction activities. If 
a Gila monster is injured, it should be transferred to a veterinarian proficient in reptile medicine for evaluation 
of appropriate treatment. Rehabilitation or euthanasia expenses are not covered by NDOW. However, NDOW 
shall be immediately notified during normal business hours. If an animal is killed or found dead, the carcass 
shall be immediately frozen and transferred to NDOW with a completed written description of the discovery 
and circumstances, habitat, and mapped location. 
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• Should NDOW’s assistance be delayed, biological or equivalent acting personnel on the site may be requested 

to remove and release the Gila monster out of harm’s way. Should NDOW not be immediately available to 
respond for photo-documentation, a digital camera shall be used to take good quality images of the Gila monster 
in situ at the location of live encounter or dead salvage. The images shall be provided to NDOW and include the 
following information: (1) encounter location (landscape with Gila monster in clear view); (2) a clear overhead 
shot of the entire body with a ruler next to it for scale; and (3) a clear, overhead close-up of the head. 

MM BIO-15. Reduced Night Lighting. The Applicant and its contractors shall reduce night lighting in the proposed 
Project area and the surrounding non-developed areas to avoid unnecessary visual disturbance to wildlife. Night 
lighting during construction, operations, and maintenance shall be reduced in the proposed Project area and the 
surrounding non-developed areas using directed lighting, shielding methods, and or/reduced lumen intensity. The 
Applicant shall indicate anticipated measures to resource agencies for approval prior to construction. 

MM BIO-16. Cover Steep-Walled Trenches or Excavations during Construction. To prevent entrapment of wildlife, 
all steep-walled trenches, auger holes, or other excavations shall be covered at the end of each day. Fencing shall be 
maintained around the covered excavations at night. For open trenches, earthen escape ramps shall be maintained at 
intervals of no greater than 0.25 miles. An Applicant-funded biological monitor shall inspect all trenches, auger 
holes, or other excavations a minimum of twice per day and also immediately prior to back-filling. Any wildlife 
found shall be safely removed and relocated out of harm’s way. For safety reasons, biological monitors will, under 
no circumstance, enter open excavations. Tools such as a pool net may be used to retrieve wildlife, as necessary. 

MM BIO-17. American Badger and Desert Kit Fox Impacts Reduction Measures. To reduce impacts to American 
badger and desert kit fox, the following shall be done: 
• The qualified biological monitor shall be notified if badgers or foxes are observed within the proposed Project 

area during construction activities. Work shall be immediately stopped in the area if the biologists find occupied 
burrows within 100 feet of construction activities during preconstruction surveys. Notification of these sightings 
shall be provided within 24 hours to appropriate agencies (BLM, USFWS, and NDOW).  

• Qualified biologists shall ensure passive relocation of occupied burrow by installing one-way trap doors on the 
burrow. The burrow shall be collapsed after the badger or fox vacates. 

• The qualified biologist shall ensure that any badger or kit fox to be relocated is relocated within suitable habitat. 
• Work shall be allowed to resume once the badger or fox has been relocated. 

MM BIO-18. Desert Bighorn Sheep Measures. The Applicant shall consult with the BLM, USFWS, and NDOW 
regarding conservation measures to avoid impacts on desert bighorn sheep during construction. Avoidance and 
minimization measures could include such elements as preconstruction surveys, biological monitoring, and timing 
construction activities to avoid bighorn sheep active seasons. 

MM BIO-19-. Desert Tortoise Measures. The BLM and USFWS are currently proceeding with Section 7 
Consultation under the ESA. At this time, the Biological Opinion has not been developed. The Biological Opinion 
will include information such as the translocation location and stipulations associated with that activity. Additional 
specific conditions and requirements based on the findings of this consultation may supersede the mitigation 
measures provided below. 
• Effectiveness Monitoring Program. The Applicant shall fund studies analyzing home range and distribution of 

tortoises in the area surrounding the ROW Application Area encompassing a 13,000-acre research area in the 
Ivanpah Valley in both California and Nevada. The goal of this research is to obtain preliminary ecological data 
for resident desert tortoises by determining home range size, habitat use, and disease and contaminant 
prevalence and exposure. These goals are expected to (1) contribute to the existing knowledge base for desert 
tortoises in the Ivanpah Valley; (2) explore how anthropogenic pollutants may impact desert tortoises; and (3) 
inform potential future translocation events resulting from projects in the Valley. Additional studies may be 
funded to assess effects of Project development on the connectivity of desert tortoise populations north and 
south of the Project area. Continuation of these studies following construction and operation of the proposed 
Project would provide baseline data as well as observational data over the lifetime of the Project. 

• Exclusion Fencing. Prior to initiation of clearance surveys, desert tortoise exclusion fencing shall be constructed 
in accordance with USFWS guidelines. The Project area shall be completely fenced with security and desert 
tortoise exclusion fencing, including desert tortoise exclusion gates at access points.  

• Desert Tortoise Monitoring. During construction of linear features (transmission lines, fencing, and access 
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roads) or until the desert tortoise exclusion fencing is complete, all construction activities shall be conducted 
under the observation of Applicant-funded USFWS-approved desert tortoise biologists. These biologists shall 
meet all requirements of the USFWS and shall monitor all ground-disturbing activities associated with fence 
installation or that are conducted prior to completion of the tortoise exclusion fencing. 
In addition, after initial fencing and clearance, an Applicant-funded biological monitor shall be available during 
all ground-disturbing activities. The biologist shall be available to ensure the conditions of the Biological 
Opinion are being met, including worker education guidelines, avoidance and minimization measures, and 
construction monitoring requirements. 

• Pre-construction Clearance Surveys. It is anticipated that the Project area would be fenced in segments of 
approximately 700 acres to facilitate efficient and thorough clearance surveys. Clearance surveys shall be 
conducted per the USFWS Desert Tortoise Field Manual and current translocation guidance (USFWS 2009 and 
2011). All tortoise burrows shall be excavated and eggs and tortoises translocated to the translocation area to be 
determined through agency consultation. Two complete passes in the fenced segment shall be completed 
without a desert tortoise being found before construction may commence within that area. 

• Translocation Plan. A Desert Tortoise Translocation Plan shall be prepared for the Project. The purpose of the 
Plan is to describe the process of translocation, minimize mortality of desert tortoises, and assess the 
effectiveness of the translocation effort through a long-term monitoring program. Injured tortoises shall be 
transported to a rehabilitation facility approved by the USFWS and NDOW. Recently killed tortoises found 
shall be salvaged and transported to a veterinary pathologist familiar with desert tortoise and approved by the 
USFWS and NDOW. Procedures for salvaging and transport shall follow the Guidelines for the Field 
Evaluation of Desert Tortoise Health and Disease (Berry and Christopher 2001). Detailed health assessment on 
all live tortoises shall be conducted prior to translocation per current USFWS guidance by individuals approved 
and permitted by the USFWS to conduct such assessments. Any individual tortoise that exhibits clinical signs of 
upper respiratory tract disease (URTD) shall be transported to the Desert Tortoise Conservation Center near Las 
Vegas, Nevada for further evaluation. 

• Avoidance during Operation and Maintenance. During the operation phase of the Project, all applicable desert 
tortoise protection measures identified under construction shall be implemented. This may include the need for 
a biological monitor outside the fenced facility during activities involving ground disturbance, annual WEAP 
refresher, and actions to take if a tortoise is encountered. The monitor shall be on site during all Project 
maintenance activities to ensure compliance with the desert tortoise measures included in the Biological 
Opinion. The monitor would have the authority to halt all non-emergency activities that are in violation of the 
measures. Work shall proceed only after hazards to desert tortoise are removed, the species is no longer at risk, 
or the individual has been moved from harm’s way by an USFWS-authorized biologist. An annual compliance 
report would be submitted to the BLM annually.  

• Compensatory Mitigation. To compensate for desert tortoise habitat loss, the Applicant shall pay remuneration 
fees  to partially offset the potential adverse effects of the Project. Fees would be collected following guidance 
in BLM’s August 17, 2010, instruction memorandum (NV-2010-062) as listed in the Biological Opinion for the 
Silver State Solar Project. These funds would be used for management actions expected to provide a benefit to 
the desert tortoise over time. Actions may involve habitat acquisition, population or habitat enhancement, 
increasing knowledge of the species’ biological requirements, reducing loss of individual animals, documenting 
the species current status and trend, and preserving distinct population attributes (USFWS 2010). 

Cultural Resources (Section 4.7) 
MM CULT-1: Avoidance of Known Cultural Resources. An Applicant-funded qualified geoarchaeologist shall be 
present during land disturbing activities during construction of the proposed Southern California Edison 
transmission line substation to monitor and analyze the excavation(s) to determine the presence or absence of any 
cultural resources or the former Pleistocene Ivanpah Lake bottom and the amount of associated post lake deposition. 
 
MM CULT-2. Protection of Human Remains. Although unlikely, any human remains that may be discovered 
during Proposed Project activities shall be protected by all Project personnel and construction crew members by 
following the procedures set forth in Section VI of the October 26, 2009, State Protocol Agreement 
between the BLM and the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office. This includes at a minimum: 1) it is the 
responsibility of the Project Proponent to notify the BLM authorized contracting officer and archaeologist 
immediately; 2) cease all construction activities within a 100 meter radius buffer area; and 3) ensure protection of 
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Table 2-4. Proposed Mitigation Measures (Continued) 
the discovery from further damage or vandalism until a BLM authorized archaeologist evaluates the nature of the 
materials. If needed, mitigation procedures shall be developed by the BLM in consultation with the SHPO. 
 
Paleontological Resources (Section 4.8) 
MM PALEO-1. Paleontological Mitigation.  Results of the data inventory and impact assessment confirm that the 
sediments present within the boundaries of the Proposed Project area have a low potential to contain significant 
paleontological resources. Mitigation measures shall be implemented if significant subsurface paleontological 
resources are identified during construction. The BLM requires the following stipulation: 
 
The Proponent shall immediately notify the BLM authorized officer of any paleontological resources discovered as a 
result of operations under this authorization. The Proponent shall suspend all activities in the vicinity of such 
discovery until notified to proceed by the authorized officer, and shall protect the locality from damage or looting. 
The authorized officer will evaluate, or will have evaluated, such discoveries as soon as possible, but not later than 5 
working days after being notified. Appropriate measures to mitigate adverse effects to significant paleontological 
resources will be determined by the authorized officer after consulting with the Proponent. The Proponent is 
responsible for the cost of any investigation necessary for the evaluation and for any mitigation measures, including 
museum curation. The Proponent may not be required to suspend operations if activities can avoid further impacts to 
a discovered locality or be continued elsewhere.
Lands and Realty (Section 4.9) 
MM LANDS-1. Ensure compatibility with airport projects. The Applicant shall work closely with the Clark County 
Department of Aviation (CCDOA) to ensure that all planning, construction, and operation remains compatible with 
airport projects and future airport operations.
Special Management Areas (Section 4.10) 
No mitigation required. 
Recreation (Section 4.11) 
MM REC-1 Signage plan for trail identification. In order to reduce new, unauthorized OHV trails due to the 
restriction of existing trails on the Project footprint, informational signs shall be placed by the Applicant in the areas 
surrounding the Project. The sign locations and designs will be determined by BLM to direct the public to the 
appropriate access to the Lucy Gray Mountains and will be identified in the traffic management plan.  
MM REC-2 Use of project access road outside of the perimeter fence. In order to maintain public access, the 
proponent shall allow access to the Lucy Gray Mountains through the use of their Project access road, located 
outside of the project fence. This road will be open to the general public for dispersed use and access to the Lucy 
Gray Mountains. This access would also be available to organized competitive OHV races, if the races have 
obtained necessary permits and are approved. 
Visual Resources (Section 4.12) 
MM VIS-1 Reduce visual contrast. The following selective mitigation measures shall be implemented by the 
Applicant to reduce visual contrast: 

• Solar field access ways shall be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

• The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building and other structures, lighting fixtures 
and poles, above ground transmission lines and poles/ towers will be factory treated with a non-specular dull 
finish or using  the BLM-standard environmental color Shadow Gray or Covert Green to minimize contrast with 
the existing landscape. 

• All galvanized surfaces will be treated to minimize reflective properties using poly bonded vinyl coating, 
powder coating, or special non-specular dulling treatment.  Surfaces may include, but not limited to fences; PV 
panel support structures, brackets and pins; etc.   

• A plan shall be prepared and implemented to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms 
and channel improvements. Revegetation efforts shall focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing.  

• The concepts of feathering and selective vegetation removal shall be applied along the project area perimeter to 
result in an organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. 
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Table 2-4. Proposed Mitigation Measures (Continued) 
Landform modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements shall be blended into the 
natural landscape.  

• Soil color contrast shall be reduced by using a surface treatment within the project area. 
 
Transportation/ Motorized Vehicle Access (Section 4.13) 
MM TRAN-1. Traffic Management Plan. The Applicant shall produce a Traffic Management Plan that identifies 
BMPs to minimize construction-related traffic impacts. Specifically, the BMPs shall ensure an adequate flow of 
traffic in both directions by providing sufficient signage to alert drivers of construction zones, notifying emergency 
responders prior to construction, conducting community outreach, and control traffic around impacted intersections. 
The Traffic Management Plan shall include the following: 
• Schedule deliveries of materials for off-peak hours to reduce effects during periods of peak traffic; 
• To further reduce effect to the I-15 / Primm Boulevard off ramp, the plan shall identify the I-15 / Yeats Well 

Road off ramp as an alternate access route to the project site during peak construction; 
• Truck traffic shall be phased throughout construction; 
• Truck traffic shall use designated truck routes when arriving to and departing from the proposed work sites; 
• The Applicant shall require 50 percent of the construction workforce to carpool or vanpool; and 
• Signs and public notices regarding construction work shall be distributed before disruptions occur, identifying 

detours to maintain access, the use of flagmen or escort vehicles to control and direct traffic flow, and 
scheduling roadway work during periods of minimum traffic flow. 

• In order to reduce new, unauthorized OHV trails due to the restriction of existing trails on the Project footprint, 
informational signs shall be placed by the Applicant in the areas surrounding the Project. The sign locations and 
designs will be determined by BLM to direct the public to the appropriate access to the Lucy Gray Mountains. 

• In order to maintain public access, the proponent shall allow access to the Lucy Gray Mountains through the use 
of their Project access road, located outside of the project fence. This road will be identified in the traffic 
management plan and will be open to the general public for dispersed use and access to the Lucy Gray 
Mountains. This access would also be available to organized competitive OHV races, if the races have obtained 
necessary permits and are approved. 

 
MM TRAN-2. Repair Damaged Streets. Before construction, the Applicant, a BLM representative, and a local 
representative shall document the condition of the access route, noting any pre-construction damage. After 
construction, any damage to public roads shall be repaired to pre-construction condition as determined by the local 
representative.  
Health and Safety/ Hazardous Materials (Section 4.14) 
MM HAZ-1. Hazardous Materials Handling Management. The Applicant shall implement a Hazardous Materials 
Handling Management Program or incorporate within their other program the items outlined below. Hazardous 
materials used and stored onsite for the Proposed Action activities shall be managed according to the specifications 
outlined below: 
• Hazardous Materials Handling Program. A project-specific hazardous materials management program shall be 

developed before beginning construction. The program shall outline proper hazardous materials use, storage, 
and disposal requirements. The program shall identify types of hazardous materials to be used during 
construction activities. All personnel shall be provided with project-specific training. This program shall be 
developed to ensure that all hazardous materials are handled in a safe and environmentally sound manner. 
Employees will receive hazardous materials training and will be trained in: hazardous waste procedures; spill 
contingencies; waste minimization procedures; and treatment, storage, and disposal facility (TSDF) training in 
accordance with OSHA Hazard Communication. 

• Transport of Hazardous materials. Hazardous materials that will be transported by truck include fuel (diesel fuel 
and gasoline), and oils and lubricants for equipment. Containers used to store hazardous materials shall be 
properly labeled and kept in good condition. Written procedures for the transport of hazardous materials used 
shall be established in accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), and Nevada Department 
of Transportation (NDOT) regulations. A qualified transporter shall be selected to comply with federal and state 
transportation regulations. 

• Fueling and Maintenance of Construction Equipment: Written procedures for fueling and maintenance of 
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Table 2-4. Proposed Mitigation Measures (Continued) 
construction equipment shall be prepared prior to construction. Vehicles and equipment shall be refueled on site 
or by tanker trucks. Procedures shall include the use of drop cloths made of plastic, drip pans, and trays to be 
placed under refilling areas to ensure that chemicals do not come into contact with the ground. Refueling 
stations shall be located in designated areas where absorbent pads and trays will be available. The fuel tanks 
shall also contain a lined area to ensure that accidental spills do not occur. Drip pans or other collection devices 
shall be placed under the equipment at night to capture drips or spills. Equipment shall be inspected daily for 
potential leakage or failures. Hazardous materials such as paints, adhesives and solvents, shall be kept in an 
approved locker or storage cabinet. 
 

MM HAZ-2: Solar PV Cell Recycling. The Applicant shall either return solar panel products to the original 
manufacturer or send them to a certified recycling facility after the solar PV cells are decommissioned. Solar panel 
material recycling and end-of-life disposal shall be done in compliance with the federal, state, and local regulations. 
 
MM HAZ-3: Characterize Potentially Contaminated Soil/Groundwater. To ensure that workers, the public, and 
wildlife are not exposed to potential contaminants, if soil is unearthed that is discolored or has an odor, work shall 
be stopped in that area. The soil shall then be sampled and characterized prior to further site excavation activities in 
the area with discolored or odorous soils. If the soil is found to be contaminated based on federal or state 
regulations, then the Applicant shall implement the appropriate and relevant procedures to properly characterize, 
contain, and dispose of the contaminated material. If groundwater is encountered that has an odor or is discolored, it 
shall be sampled, characterized, addressed, and disposed of according to state and federal regulations. 
 
MM HAZ-4: Adherence of the Health and Safety Program with 29 CFR, Part 1910. The Applicant shall ensure that 
all health and safety and emergency plans to be required for employees and contractors during construction, 
operations, and decommissioning of the Proposed Action comply with the Occupational Safety and Health 
Standards provided in federal regulation 29 CFR, Part 1910, as well as with applicable state and local occupational 
health and safety regulations. 
 
MM HAZ-5. Construction Fire Prevention Measures. The following fire prevention measures shall be implemented 
by the Applicant or its contractor during Proposed Project construction.  
•  Maintain a list of all relevant fire fighting authorities near the Proposed Project site. The closest resources to 

respond to a wildland fire threatening the community of Primm would come from Clark County Fire 
Department Station 78 in Goodsprings; 

• Have and maintain available fire suppression equipment in all construction areas, including but not limited to: 
water trucks, potable water pumps, and chemical fire extinguishers. Ensure an adequate supply of fire 
extinguishers for welding and brushing crews; 

• Include mechanisms for fire suppression in all heavy equipment, including fire extinguishers and spark arresters 
or turbo-charging (which eliminates sparks in exhaust); 

• Remove any flammable wastes generated during construction on a regular basis; 
• Vegetation clearing shall be accomplished in a manner that reduces vegetation and does not create a fire hazard; 
• Store all flammable materials used at the construction site; 
• Allow smoking only in designated smoking areas; and 
• Require all work crews to park vehicles away from flammable vegetation, such as dry grass and brush. At the 

end of each workday, heavy equipment should be parked over mineral soil, asphalt, or concrete, where 
available, to reduce the chance of fire. 
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CHAPTER 3 – AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the affected environment associated with the construction, operation, 
maintenance and decommissioning of the proposed Silver State Solar South Project and the 
BLM’s proposed amendment to the LVFO RMP. For the most part, the affected environment 
analyzed in the Supplemental EIS is the same area analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. The 
Supplemental EIS assesses the environmental impacts of adding 5,571 acres of new ROW 
application area to 7,387 acres of the ROW application area that were analyzed in the 2010 Final 
EIS, as well as different configurations of the project footprint and facilities. Changes in the 
baseline conditions in the area include the introduction of the nearly complete 50 MW Silver 
State Solar North Project into the landscape.  

Geographic Setting 

The proposed Silver State Solar South Project would be located in the Ivanpah Valley within 
southwestern Nevada in an unincorporated portion of Clark County, approximately 40 miles 
south of Las Vegas, and approximately 2 miles east of Primm. The 12,958-acre ROW 
application area is bounded to the east by the Lucy Gray Mountains, to the west by the NV 
Energy Walter M. Higgins Generating Station and the Union Pacific Railroad, to the north by 
undeveloped BLM land, and to the southwest by the California state line. The proposed footprint 
of the facilities and anything that lies within the boundaries of this footprint (hereafter referred to 
as the Project Area) would occupy between 2,500 acres and 3,900 acres in size depending upon 
the alternative chosen and final site configuration. If approved, the remaining acreage within the 
larger ROW application area would be relinquished and the ROW grant would only be issued for 
lands needed for project development. The ACEC under consideration (refer to Section 2.3.5) 
encompasses 40,180 acres that extend to the north and southeast of the ROW application area 
and include portions of eastern Ivanpah Valley, the Lucy Gray Mountains, and the Sheep 
Mountains (Figure 2-6). 

Resource Values and Uses Brought Forward for Analysis 

For this Supplemental EIS analysis, the following resources and uses are brought forward for 
analysis and presented in this chapter.  

• Section 3.1 – Air Quality and Climate 
• Section 3.2 – Noise 
• Section 3.3 – Geology, Topography, and Geologic Hazards 
• Section 3.4 – Soils 
• Section 3.5 – Water Resources/Hydrology 
• Section 3.6 – Biological Resources 
• Section 3.7 – Cultural Resources 
• Section 3.8 – Paleontological Resources 
• Section 3.9 – Lands and Realty 
• Section 3.10 – Special Management Areas 
• Section 3.11 – Recreation 
• Section 3.12 – Visual Resources 
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• Section 3.13 – Transportation/Motorized Vehicle Access 
• Section 3.14 – Human Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials 
• Section 3.15 – Social and Economic Conditions 
• Section 3.16 – Environmental Justice 
• Section 3.17 – Energy and Minerals 
• Section 3.18 – Fuels and Fire Management 

The information in this chapter tiers to the 2010 Final EIS and is based on existing and 
supplementary resource data. Extensive environmental site review was conducted between 2008 
and 2010 to evaluate the environmental conditions and potential impacts from construction and 
operation of the Silver State Solar Energy Project that was analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. The 
Applicant has conducted additional surveys in the 5,571-acre supplemental ROW application 
area to refine the project footprint and avoid environmentally sensitive areas. The studies and 
reports prepared to date for the 2010 Final EIS and Supplemental EIS include: 

• Desert Tortoise Presence/Absence Survey Report (originally submitted to the BLM in 
2008 and revised to address additional survey area in October 2009) 

• Botanical Habitat Assessment (October 2009) 
• Biological Assessment (November 2009) 
• Cultural Resources Report (November 2009) 
• Paleontological Resources Assessment (November 2009) 
• Visual Resources Report (November 2009) 
• Delineation of Waters and Wetlands of the U.S. Report (October 2009) 
• Spring 2010 Botanical Survey Report (May 2010) 
• Desert Tortoise Phase I Area Survey (June 2010) 
• Desert Tortoise Relocation Plan (September 2010) 
• Cultural Resource Report for Silver State Solar Project (2010) 
• Cultural Resource Report for Silver State Solar South Project (2011) 
• Biological Resources Technical Report (May 2012) 
• Supplemental EIS Visual Resource Analysis (May 2012) 

These reports and studies have been incorporated by reference and are cited where used in this 
document. Copies are available and on file at the BLM Las Vegas Field Office.  

3.1 AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE 
The climate and existing air quality in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study 
area are described in Section 3.1 in the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 2010). The Region of Influence 
(ROI) for air quality described in the 2010 Final EIS encompassed Hydrographic Basins 164A 
(Ivanpah Valley North) and 164B (Ivanpah Valley South). The same ROI applies to the Silver 
State Solar South Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS, and the description of the Affected 
Environment presented in the 2010 Final EIS is incorporated by reference. A summary of the 
Affected Environment description from the 2010 Final EIS is presented below. 

October 2012 3-2 Draft 
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3.1.1 Air Quality 
Nevada is divided into different hydrographic areas, which are used to define local “airsheds.” In 
Clark County, air quality status is typically defined for these local airsheds as opposed to the 
county as a whole. Hydrographic Areas 164A and 164B, which comprise the ROI for the 
proposed project, are designated by the USEPA, in accordance with CAA regulations, as non-
attainment for ozone (O3). Area sources include commercial, small-scale industrial, and 
residential sources with emissions that typically fall below point source reporting levels and that 
are too numerous or too small to identify individually. Though emissions from individual area 
sources are often relatively small, collectively their emissions can be of concern, particularly 
where large numbers of sources are located in heavily populated areas. 

In addition, wind-blown fugitive dust, as a result of local/ regional naturally occurring and man-
made activities, is a widespread issue in the arid and semi-arid regions of Southern Nevada. 
Following disturbance by naturally occurring wind events, construction, industrial, agricultural, 
and/or recreational activities, desert lands are subject to wind-driven emissions of fugitive dust. 
Soil-derived particles and other particulate emissions can obstruct visibility, cause property 
damage, and contribute to violations of air quality standards for fine particles. The Clark County 
Department of Air Quality (DAQ) has jurisdiction and is the compliance oversight for air quality 
in Clark County. All developers must implement dust control measures to reduce fugitive dust 
emissions during construction, as well as manage fugitive dust and other emissions from 
operations through the life of the project. 

3.1.2 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
On-going scientific research has identified the potential impacts of so-called “greenhouse gas” 
(GHG) emissions (including carbon dioxide, CO2; methane; nitrous oxide; water vapor; and 
several trace gasses) on global climate. Through complex interactions on a regional and global 
scale, these GHG emissions cause a net warming effect of the atmosphere (making surface 
temperatures suitable for life on Earth), primarily by decreasing the amount of heat energy 
radiated by the Earth back into space. Although GHG levels have varied for millennia (along 
with corresponding variations in climatic conditions), recent industrialization and burning of 
fossil carbon sources have caused CO2 concentrations to increase dramatically, and are likely to 
contribute to overall climatic changes, typically referred to as global warming. Increasing CO2 
concentrations also lead to preferential fertilization and growth of specific plant species. 

Global mean surface temperatures have increased nearly 1.0°C (1.8°F) from 1890 to 2006 
(Goddard Institute for Space Studies, 2007). However, observations and predictive models 
indicate that average temperature changes are likely to be greater in the Northern Hemisphere. 
Figure 1 demonstrates that northern latitudes (above 24° N ) have exhibited temperature 
increases of nearly 1.2°C (2.1°F) since 1900, with nearly a 1.0°C (1.8°F) increase since 1970 
alone. Without additional meteorological monitoring systems, it is difficult to determine the 
spatial and temporal variability and change of climatic conditions, but increasing concentrations 
of GHG are likely to accelerate the rate of climate change. 

In 2001, the IPCC indicated that by the year 2100, global average surface temperatures would 
increase 1.4 to 5.8°C (2.5 to 10.4°F) above 1990 levels. The National Academy of Sciences 
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(2006) has confirmed these findings, but also indicated that there are uncertainties regarding how 
climate change may affect different regions. Computer model predictions indicate that increases 
in temperature will not be equally distributed, but are likely to be accentuated at higher latitudes. 
Warming during the winter months is expected to be greater than during the summer, and 
increases in daily minimum temperatures is more likely than increases in daily maximum 
temperatures. 

Active tracking photovoltaic solar energy systems do not directly generate GHG emissions, but 
the equipment manufacturing process does emit GHGs.  In addition, on-site construction and 
operations using combustion engines can specifically generate CO2 and methane, although at 
levels much lower than equivalent coal, oil, or natural gas-fired electrical generation facilities. 

The United States Department of Interior (DOI), Secretary of Interior Order Number 3289, made 
effective September 14, 2009, establishes a Department-wide approach for applying scientific 
tools to increase understanding of climate change and to coordinate an effective response to its 
impacts on tribes, land, water, ocean, fish and wildlife, and cultural heritage resources that the 
Department manages.  

Currently, there are no emission limits for GHG, and no technically defensible methodology for 
predicting potential climate changes from GHG emissions. However, there are and will continue 
to be several efforts to address GHG emissions from Federal activities.  

The principal sources of Nevada’s GHG emissions are electricity use (which excludes electricity 
exports to other states) and transportation, accounting for 42 percent and 32 percent of Nevada’s 
gross GHG emissions, respectively. The next largest contributor to emissions is the residential, 
commercial, and industrial fuel use sector, accounting for 13 percent of the total State emissions 
(NCCAC 2008). 

According to the Nevada Climate Change Advisory Committee (NCCAC) Final Report 
(NCCAC 2008), the predicted changes in the climate would impact public health through: (1) the 
direct effects of heat and frequent heat waves; (2) exacerbated air pollution as increased ground 
level O3; (3) increases in infectious diseases, such as dengue fever and malaria; and (4) a 
decrease in general public health due to economic/social changes from climate change.  

3.2 NOISE 
Ambient noise levels within and adjacent to the ROW application area for the Silver State Solar 
Project were described in Section 3.2 in the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 2010). The ROI described in 
the 2010 Final EIS encompassed the ROW application area adjacent to the California/Nevada 
border in an unincorporated portion of Clark County, Nevada, approximately 40 miles south of 
Las Vegas, and 2 miles east of Primm. The same ROI applies to the Silver State Solar South 
Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS; however, there are no data regarding existing ambient 
noise levels for the ROI. 

The only residences within the ROI are in Primm at the Desert Oasis apartment complex, 
approximately 1 mile west of the ROW application area. There are no hospitals, libraries, 
schools, places of worship, or other sensitive noise receptors in the ROI. 
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3.3 GEOLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 
Geology, topography, and geologic hazards in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project 
ROW application area are described in Section 3.3 in the 2010 Final EIS. The ROI generally 
described in the 2010 Final EIS encompassed the alluvial fan area of the Lucy Gray Mountains 
(geology and topography), and faults and seismic areas within 100 miles of Primm, Nevada. The 
same ROI applies to the Silver State Solar South Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS. A 
summary of the Affected Environment description from the 2010 Final EIS is presented below, 
with updates as relevant for the expanded ROW application area.  

3.3.1 Geology 
The majority of the 12,958-acre ROW application area is composed of Quaternary alluvium 
deposits (Figure 3.3-1). The ROW application area extends to the south over metamorphic rocks 
at the base of the Lucy Gray Mountains. Unlike the unconsolidated materials that comprise the 
bulk of the site, these are hard rocks altered through changes in pressure and temperature. These 
rocks date to the Proterozoic period (approximately 2,500 to 542 million years ago). A small 
portion of the supplemental ROW application area on the margins of Roach Lake is composed of 
locally eroded alluvial flat deposits.  

3.3.2 Topography 
The ROW application area is on gentle slopes at the base of the Lucy Gray Mountains, 
intersected by numerous dry washes. The southern portion of the ROW application area overlays 
a prominent alluvial fan. Surface water within this area drains to Ivanpah Dry Lake to the south 
and Roach Dry Lake to the north.  

3.3.3 Geologic Hazards 
Geologic hazards associated with the previously analyzed and new ROW application areas are 
consistent with those described in Section 3.3.3 of the 2010 Final EIS. Geologic hazards as 
described in the 2010 Final EIS are incorporated by reference in this Supplemental EIS and 
summarized below.  

Nevada is considered to be highly active in terms of fault motion. As the Basin and Range 
province is being pulled apart in an east-west orientation, faults shift to accommodate the 
tectonic activity (NBMG 2008 – Map 167). There are no mapped faults or fault zones within the 
ROW application area, but there are nearly 150 mapped faults or fault zones within 100 miles of 
Primm, Nevada (United States Geological Service [USGS] 2009). The Stateline Fault is less than 
1 mile west of the ROW application area, near Primm, and was previously thought to be inactive 
with only minor historic movement. Recent studies found that this fault was responsible for 
substantial movement (30 ± 4 kilometers) over the past 13 million years. These new data indicate 
that the fault is either in an inactive period or that this movement has transitioned to other faults 
within the Eastern California Shear Zone to the west (Geological Society of America [GSA] 
2007). 
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Since 1990, 22 earthquakes with a magnitude of 5.0 or higher on the Richter scale have occurred 
within 100 miles of Primm, Nevada (USGS 2005). The area is categorized as having peak 
ground acceleration (PGA) for a 10 percent probability of exceedance in 50 years in percentage 
of 9%g (i.e., the acceleration of gravity). This PGA is associated with “moderate” shaking 
resulting in “very light damage” to structures (USGS 2008).  

The area surrounding Primm, Nevada is categorized as having low susceptibility to and 
incidence of landslide (Godt 2001). 

3.4 SOIL RESOURCES 
The ROI for soil resources includes the full 12,958-acre ROW application area. Soil types in the 
previously analyzed ROW application area, 7,387 acres of which overlap with the current ROW 
application area, are described in Section 3.4 in the 2010 Final EIS. Based on review of soils 
maps, most of the soil types in the supplemental ROW application area are consistent with those 
as described in the 2010 Final EIS.  

3.4.1 Soils 
The following soil types are found within the 7,387 acres of the ROW application area that was 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS: Tonopah-Arizo soil association (97.5 percent), composed 
primarily of sandy loam and coarse sand; Haleburu association (2.5 percent), composed of sandy 
loam and rock outcrop; and Nippeno-Nipton association (0.01 percent), composed primarily of 
gravelly and sandy loam. 

The supplemental ROW application area would include three soil associations not previously 
described in the 2010 Final EIS (Table 3.4-1), Playas, Tipnat-Bluepoint-Hypoint association, and 
Prisonear Fine Sand, on 2-8 percent slopes.  

Table 3.4-1. Soil Types in the Previously Analyzed and Current ROW Application Areas 

Soil Type 
Previously Analyzed 

ROW Application Area 
(acres/% of total) 

Supplemental ROW 
Application Area  
(acres/% of total) 

Total ROW 
Application Area 
(acres/% of total) 

Tonopah-Arizo 7,201 acres/97.5% 3,940 acres/ 70.7% 11,141 acres/ 86.0% 

Haleburu 185 acres/2.5% 8 acres/ 0.01% 193 acres/ 1.5% 

Nippeno-Nipton 1.0 acres/0.01% 23 acres/ 0.04% 24 acres/ 0.2% 

Prisonear Fine Sand, 2-8% 
slopes 

N/A 852 acres/ 15.3% 852 acres/ 6.6% 

Playas N/A 269 acres/ 4.8% 269 acres/2.1% 

Tipnat-Bluepoint-Hypoint 
Association 

N/A 479 acres/ 8.6% 479 acres/ 3.7% 

Total 7,387 acres 5,571 acres 12,958 acres 

Source: NRCS 2012. 
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Playas consist of Playas silty clay loam (90 percent), Tipnat loamy sand (5 percent), and Hypoint 
gravelly loamy sand (5 percent). Playas are typically formed by large rain events that cause 
intermittent standing water that does not last longer than a week or two before the surface dries.  

The Tipnat-Bluepoint-Hypoint association consists of the following components: Tipnat loamy 
sand (55 percent); Hypoint gravelly loamy sand (20 percent); Bluepoint gravelly loamy fine sand 
(15 percent); Typic Torriorthents loamy fine sand (6 percent); and Playas silty clay loam (4 
percent). The Tipnat-Bluepoint-Hypoint association is found in closed basin systems between 
2,590 to 2,720 feet in elevation (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] & Natural Resources 
Conservation Service [NRCS] 2006). 

Tipnat soils consist of very deep, well drained soils that formed in mixed alluvium found on 
alluvial fans on slopes between 0 and 4 percent. Bluepoint soils consist of very deep, somewhat 
excessively drained soils that formed in eolian materials from mixed rock sources found on 
dunes and sand sheets on slopes between 0 and 30 percent. Hypoint soils consist of very deep, 
somewhat excessively drained soils that formed in mixed alluvium found on fan aprons, fan 
skirts and alluvial fans on slopes between 0 and 4 percent (USDA & NRCS 2006). The Prisonear 
Fine Sand soils cover most of Roach Lake and are moderately deep to a petrocalcic horizon. 
They are somewhat excessively drained soils and formed in eolian sands over alluvium from 
limestone. They are typically located on sand sheets over fan remnants (USDA and NRCS 2006). 

3.4.2 Cryptobiotic Soils 
Cryptobiotic soils (also referred to as biological soil crusts or cryptogamic soils) are formed by 
living organisms (algae, bacteria, mosses, and lichens) and their byproducts over geologic time. 
These soils are valuable to desert ecosystems because they stabilize loose desert soil types and 
minimize erosion and dust generation. Due to their low rate of formation, these biotic soil crusts 
are extremely vulnerable to environmental disturbances, such as fire, and anthropogenic impacts, 
such as grazing, hiking, biking, off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, renewable energy development, 
and military activities. Biological soil crusts are found throughout the desert southwest and are 
present within the ROW application area. This soil type and associated vegetation was not 
identified within previous ROW application area during field surveys conducted for the 2010 
Final EIS (CH2M Hill 2009; Sycamore Environmental Consultants, Inc. 2009). However, 
cryptobiotic soils were observed by an AMEC biologist during a site walk in 2011 (AMEC 
2011), and for the purposes of analysis are assumed to be present throughout the ROI.  

3.4.3 Erosion 
Wind erodibility of the soil in the area is classified on a scale between 1 and 10, 1 being highly 
erodible and 10 being minimally erodible. The Haleburu, Nippeno-Nipton, and Tonopah-Arizo 
associations are all classified as Wind Erodibility 8, the description of which is, “erosion not a 
problem.” The Tipnat-Bluepoint-Hypoint association has a classification of 2, indicating 
substantial wind erodibility. Playas have a classification of 4L, indicating a moderate potential 
for wind erosion. Prisonear Fine Sand has a classification of 1, and is highly wind erodible. 

The soils in the area are also classified by NRCS for hazard of soil loss after disturbance 
activities that expose the soil surface, with classifications of slight or moderate. These 
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classifications account for risk of water erosion. A rating of "slight" indicates that erosion is 
unlikely under ordinary climatic conditions; "moderate" indicates that some erosion is likely and 
that erosion-control measures may be needed (NRCS 2012). The hazard of soil loss for disturbed 
areas of the Haleburu Association is moderate; Nippeno-Nipton is moderate; Tonopah-Arizo is 
slight; Playas is slight; Tipnat-Bluepoint-Hypoint is slight; and Prisonear Fine Sand is slight 
(NRCS 2011). 

3.5 WATER RESOURCES/HYDROLOGY 
Water resources in the regional area are described in Section 3.5 in the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 
2010). The surface water ROI described in the 2010 Final EIS encompassed the Ivanpah Valley 
in Nevada and California. The groundwater ROI described in the 2010 Final EIS included the 
Ivanpah-Pahrump Valley groundwater sub-basin. The same surface water and groundwater ROI 
applies to the Silver State Solar South Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS. A summary of 
the Affected Environment description from the 2010 Final EIS is presented below, with updates 
as relevant for the 5,571 acres of supplemental ROW application area not analyzed in the 2010 
Final EIS.  

3.5.1 Surface Water Resources 
The 12,958-acre ROW application area is situated on a broad alluvial fan that extends westward 
from the base of the Lucy Gray Mountains toward Ivanpah Dry Lake and Roach Dry Lake. 
Ivanpah Dry Lake and Roach Dry Lake are less than 2 miles southwest and adjacent to the 
northwest, respectively, of the combined ROW application area. Ivanpah Dry Lake is in 
California in the valley bottom south of the previously analyzed ROW application area. Roach 
Dry Lake is in Nevada, northwest and adjacent to the new ROW application area. Numerous 
ephemeral washes dissect the alluvial fan. Streams, washes, and playas are dry most of the year, 
with surface water only present following storm events (CH2M Hill 2009). There are no known 
springs mapped on the USGS Desert or Roach Lake quadrangle in the entire ROW application 
area, including in the immediate surrounding mountain ranges (USGS 2009). Additionally, the 
ROW application area does not contain mapped hydric soils (NRCS 2009), nor does it contain or 
drain to a wild and scenic river (Wild & Scenic River Council 2009). Figure 3.5-1 presents all 
hydrologic features within the ROI. 

An August 2009 field survey of the 2,900-acre footprint of the previously proposed Silver State 
Solar Project identified numerous interconnected ephemeral washes ranging in size from small (3 
to 10 feet wide) wash features to medium, broad (10 to 20 feet wide) drainages. The active flow 
channels of the smaller washes are generally devoid of vegetation and typically have a sandy-
gravel substrate, although some washes also contain cobble and scattered larger rocks. Most of 
the larger channels typically contain scattered vegetation (CH2M Hill 2009). Based on field 
inspection, review of aerial imagery, and maps of hydrologic features (Figure 3.5-1), similar 
hydrologic conditions are present within the 12,958-acre ROW application area. 

As there are no perennial waterbodies in the ROW application area, there is no surface water 
quality data available. The ROW application area does not contain, nor is it tributary to, any 
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waterbodies on Nevada’s 303d list for exceeding state water quality standards (Nevada 
Department of Environmental Protection [NDEP] 2009). 

3.5.2 Flooding 
The relative flood hazard risk classes for the ROW application area range from “Very High” in 
the northern portions to “Low” to “None” in the southern portions based on local topography 
(House 2006). Flood hazard zones are delineated by the Federal Emergency Management Act 
(FEMA) for the purpose of predicting the extent of the 100-year and 500-year flood hazards for 
insurance and floodplain management. Two FEMA Special Flood Hazard Areas (100-year flood 
zone) are present in the combined ROW application area, one of which is limited to the new 
ROW application area and one that crosses both the new ROW application area and that 
previously analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS (Figure 3.5-1) (FEMA 2011). However, it is also 
likely that many washes in the ROW application area not yet delineated by FEMA may be 
subject to flooding based on the frequency of flooding events in the region and the characteristics 
of flooding on alluvial fans. 

The hydrologic processes that occur on alluvial fans can be unpredictable due to sporadic but 
sometimes intense rainfall events. Sediments, which can range from clay to large boulders, are 
transported across alluvial fans by water in desert washes, debris flows, and sheet floods. Flood 
events on alluvial fans in arid climates are triggered by significant storms. Specific to the Mojave 
Desert region, these would include the summer cloud bursts that occur infrequently but can 
supply a large amount of water to a localized area, or a larger storm such as a tropical storm that 
occurs on a 100-year time scale. Any of these storms could result in flooding hazards that would 
cause major damage across the ROW application area.  

3.5.3 Groundwater 
The proposed Silver State Solar South Project is located in the Central Region of Nevada’s 
Hydrographic Regions. The Central Region is the largest hydrographic region in Nevada, 
covering 46,783 square miles, and includes 78 hydrographic areas (Nevada Division of Water 
Resources [NDWR] 2009c). The project area is within the Ivanpah Valley Northern Part (164A) 
and Southern Part (164B) hydrographic basins (NDWR 2009a). Refer to Table 3.5-1 for details 
about these groundwater basins.  

Table 3.5-1. Groundwater Basin Characteristics 

Groundwater Basin Area  
(square miles) 

Perennial Yield
(acre-feet/year) 

Committed Resources 

Acre-Feet/Year Designated? 
Ivanpah Valley 
Northern Part (164A) 

253 700 2,108 Yes 

Ivanpah Valley  
Southern Part (164B) 

73 250 708.75 Yes 

Source: NDWR 1992; BLM 2010. 
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The basins consist of alluvial-basin fill groundwater aquifers contained in unconsolidated 
deposits of suspected Pliocene through Holocene age sand and gravel (BLM 2009b, USGS 
2003). The maximum thickness of the alluvium in the basin is at least 825 feet (California 
Department of Water Resources [CDWR] 2004). These aquifers receive groundwater recharge 
through infiltration of runoff from the mountain and alluvial fan slopes, and from direct rainfall. 
The aquifer system includes coarser grained aquifer units containing the water and finer-grained 
confining units, retarding vertical and lateral groundwater flow (BLM 2009b). 

No specific groundwater data was found for the area within the ROW application boundary; 
however, the static water level in four water wells drilled within 0.5 mile of the ROW application 
area range in depth from 105 to 312 feet below the surface, with one well yielding 132 gallons 
per minute (NDWR 2009d). The ROW application area does not lie within a wellhead protection 
area, source water protection area, or designated sole source aquifer (NDEP 2008, Nevada Rural 
Water Association 2009, USEPA 2009). The nearest completed source water assessment is for 
Whiskey Pete’s Hotel and Casino, over two miles from the ROW application area along I-15 
(Source Water Assessment #NV0001073; NDEP 2009c). 

Groundwater quality in the hydrologic basins in the Mojave Desert in California and Nevada is 
generally acceptable for most uses of groundwater; however, since many of the basin-fill 
aquifers have closed surface drainage and limited inter-basin flow, aquifers may contain poor 
quality saline waters, elements from natural geothermal activity, and contaminants from mining 
or energy operations (BLM 2009b). Groundwater in Ivanpah Valley is generally considered 
marginal to inferior and is high in calcium, sodium, and fluoride (CDWR 2004). Groundwater in 
the area of the Primm Wastewater Treatment Plant, approximately 2 miles west of the ROW 
application area, is reported to be poor quality with high levels of total dissolved solids (NDEP 
2009b, NDWR 2009d). 

One well is within the previously analyzed 7,387-acre portion of the ROW application area. 
Water from the well was used for dust control associated with the 50-MW Silver State Solar 
North. Four sites with permitted water rights are within 0.5 mile to the west of the ROW 
application area (NDWR 2009a). One site is sourced by effluent from the Primm Wastewater 
Treatment Plant and permitted for power and water storage at the adjacent NV Energy Walter M. 
Higgins Generating Station. The re-use of the treated effluent is also authorized for construction 
purposes and dust suppression (NDWR 2009b, NDEP 2009b). The remaining sites are sourced 
by wells for quasi-municipal use (NDWR 2009a). 

The Applicant obtained access in 2010 to water from LVVWD for use in construction of the 
Silver State Solar North Project and the potential construction and operation of Silver State Solar 
South Project (LVVWD 2010). A modified water agreement was obtained in June 2011 
(LVVWD 2011). To obtain the water, LVVWD required the Applicant to fund the treatment and 
recharge of 270 acre-feet per year (afy) of wastewater into the groundwater basin. The current 
modified agreement between the Applicant and LVVWD allows:  

• Water for construction of Silver State Solar North - 300 afy in 2011 and 200 afy in 2012 
• Water for potential construction of Silver State Solar South – minimum of 200 afy 

available after completion of required wastewater treatment and recharge project, 
available between 2013 and 2017 
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• Water for operation and maintenance after completion of Silver State Solar North and 
potential completion of Silver State Solar South – maximum of 21 afy after the project is 
complete and power is delivered to a customer; contingent on completion of required 
wastewater treatment and recharge project. 

3.5.4 Jurisdictional Waters, Drainages, and Riparian Areas 
The previously proposed project analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS was determined by the US Army 
Corps of Engineers to potentially affect jurisdictional waters of the US. However, the 50MW 
portion of that project that was approved in the ROD (Silver State Solar North) was determined 
by USACE to not require a Section 404 permit as the drainage would not cross state lines. 

The proposed Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS was designed to avoid impacts to waters 
of the US by avoiding those ephemeral drainages that drain across the Nevada/California border 
to Ivanpah Lake. First Solar received a letter from USACE stating that the project configuration 
proposed as Alternative B would not result in drainage to jurisdictional waters, and would not 
require a Section 404 permit (Regulatory Division SPK-2010-00222-SG). Construction of any of 
the project alternatives would require a "Temporary Permit For Working in Waterways” from 
NDEP for drainage that is tributary to Roach Lake.  

3.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Biological resources in the current ROW application area and the surrounding desert and 
mountains are described in Section 3.6 in the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 2010). A summary of the 
Affected Environment description from the 2010 Final EIS is presented below, with updates as 
relevant for the expanded ROW application area. The ROI for botanical species is limited to the 
ROW application area while the ROI for wildlife species is dependent upon the species. The ROI 
is limited to the ROW application area for small, less mobile species and is up to 10 miles for 
highly mobile species such as eagles. 

Biological surveys were conducted throughout the ROW application area (Figure 3.6-1). 
Wildlife surveys were conducted in April and May of 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011. Botanical 
surveys were conducted in April 2010 and April-May 2011. All survey methodologies were 
developed in consultation with the BLM Southern Nevada District Office (Sundance Biology 
2009; Sycamore Environmental 2010; CH2M Hill 2010; Ironwood Consulting 2012). Results 
from all surveys were compiled in a single Biological Resources Technical Report (Ironwood 
Consulting 2012) which is referenced extensively in the following sections. 

For the purposes of this analysis, special status species are defined as plant or wildlife species 
that meet the following criteria: 

• designated as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
• candidate species considered for listing under the ESA, 
• designated as sensitive by the BLM, and/or 
• protected under NRS and NAC Sections 501, 503, and 527. 

  

October 2012 3-13 Draft 



Nevada
California

15

Biological Resource Surveys Conducted in the 
ROW Application Area, 2008-2011
Silver State Solar South Project

F I G U R E

3.6-1

Legend

Union Pacific Railroad

Major Road
Silver State Solar South ROW Application 
Area (actual ROW grant would be limited 
to the approved project footprint)
State Line

Survey Area
Desert Tortoise, Plants and Wildlife (2011)

Desert Tortoise (2008-2010)

Botanical (2010)

1 in = 1 mile

0 1
Mile

Path: R:\sd11\Environmental\Silver_State_Solar\mxd\Report Figures\Preliminary\survey_areas.mxd

3-14 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 3 

3.6.1 Vegetation and Special Status Plant Species 

3.6.1.1 Vegetation 

The ROW application area contains three vegetation alliances that are based on the Nevada 
Natural Heritage Program classification (Peterson 2008): Creosotebush-White Burrobush 
Shrubland, Mojave Yucca-Creosotebush-White Burrobush Shrubland, and Allscale Shrubland, 
and Playa in order of prevalence (Ironwood Consulting 2012) (Figure 3.6-2). The two most 
prevalent vegetation alliances are dominated by creosotebush (Larrea tridentata) and white 
burrobush (Ambrosia dumosa) with the obvious difference of Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera) 
being present in the Mojave Yucca-Creosotebush-White Burrobush Shrubland. Mojave yucca 
and cacti are almost absent from the Creosotebush-White Burrobush Shrubland (Sycamore 
Environmental 2010). Allscale Shrubland is dominated by allscale (Atriplex polycarpa) with 
creosotebush as a codominate (Peterson 2008). Within the ROW application area the 
Creosotebush-White Burrobush Shrubland is most prevalent in the mid-elevation range while the 
Mojave Yucca-Creosotebush-White Burrobush Shrubland higher in the alluvial fan within soils 
that contain higher proportions of gravel and rock. The Allscale Shrubland occurs in the lower 
elevations of the valley between the Creosotebush-White Burrobush Shrubland and the playa 
bottoms where the soil is sandier. Plant species characteristic of these alliances include Death 
Valley ephedra (Ephedra funerea), littleleaf ratany (Krameria erecta), California buckwheat 
(Eriogonum fasciculatum), beavertail cactus (Cylindropuntia basilaris), and golden cholla 
(Cylindropuntia echinocarpa). Common herbaceous species include desert chicory (Rafinesquia 
neomexicana), peppergrass (Lepidium densiflorum), combseed (Pectocarya platycarpa), rigid 
spineflower (Chorizanthe rigida), cryptantha (Cryptantha spp.), sun cup (Camissonia spp.), and 
desert pincushion (Chaenactis fremontii) (Sycamore Environmental 2010; Ironwood Consulting 
2012). 

Invasive Species 
Under Executive Order 13112, an invasive species is defined as “alien species whose 
introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human 
health”. Much of the management of invasive plants and the listing of noxious weeds are 
regulated by the USDA under the Federal Noxious Weed Act (7 USC 2801 et seq. 1974). In 
addition, the Nevada Department of Agriculture (NDA) maintains a list of noxious weeds, 
manages weed prevention, control, and management in Nevada. 

One invasive plant species listed on the NDA’s noxious weed list was found within the ROW 
application area: Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefortii). Sahara mustard is listed as a Category B 
species by the NDA. Category B species are actively excluded where possible and are controlled 
by the state in areas where populations are not well established or previously known to occur. 
Tamarisk, or salt cedar (Tamarisk sp.) is listed as a Category C species by the NDA. Four other 
species were found within the ROW application area that are generally considered invasive but 
are not included on state or federal lists. These species are Mediterranean grass (Schismus 
barbatus), cheat grass (Bromus tectorum), red brome (Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), and 
Russian thistle (Salsola tragus) (Ironwood Consulting 2012). 
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3.6.1.2 Special Status Plant Species 

No federally threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate plant species were located during 
surveys of the ROW application area. Surveys for special status plant species were conducted in 
April 2010 and April and May 2011 during the blooming season for the targeted species. Seven 
special status species were considered to have potential to occur within the ROW application 
area. All seven species are listed by the Nevada BLM as sensitive species. The Las Vegas 
bearpoppy (Arctomecon californica) is also listed as critically endangered by the State of 
Nevada. Table 3.6-1 lists those species and habitat. 

Of these seven special status plant species, only the white-margined beardtongue and yellow 
twotone beardtongue were located within the ROW application area. The yellow twotone 
beardtongue was found in the eastern edge of the ROW application area in a broad wash system. 
The white-margined beardtongue was found near the northern end of the ROW application area 
in sandy soils associated with the washes that wrap around the northern tip of the Lucy Gray 
Mountains (Ironwood Consulting 2012). 

Table 3.6-1. Special Status Plant Species with Potential to Occur  
within the ROW Application Area 

Common Name Status Habitat 
White bearpoppy 
(Arctomecon merriami) 

ESA: none 
BLM: sensitive 
State: none 

Desert saltbush scrub and Mojave desert scrub. 
Limestone and dolomite soils; on ridges, rocky 
slopes, gravelly canyon washes. 2,000 to 6,200 feet. 

Las Vegas bearpoppy 
(Arctomecon californica) 

ESA: none 
BLM: sensitive 
State: CE* 

Mojave desert scrub and desert saltbush scrub on 
gypsum soils. 1,300 to 2,700 feet. 

Spring Mountains milkvetch 
(Astragalus remotus) 

ESA: none 
BLM: sensitive 
State: none 

Mojave desert scrub with rocky, gravelly, or sandy 
calcareous soils. 3,400 to 7,050 feet. 

Clokey buckwheat 
(Eriogonum heermannii var. clokeyi) 

ESA: none 
BLM: sensitive 
State: none 

Mojave desert scrub, shadscale, and blackbrush with 
carbonate outcrops, talus, scree slopes, and gravelly 
washes. 4,000 to 6,000 feet. 

White-margined beardtongue 
(Penstemon albomarginatus) 

ESA: none 
BLM: sensitive 
State: none 

Mojave desert scrub, blackbrush, and stabilized 
dunes with sandy soils. 2,100 to 5,890 feet. 

Yellow twotone beardtongue 
(Penstemon bicolor ssp. bicolor) 

ESA: none 
BLM: sensitive 
State: none 

Creosote-burrobush, blackbrush, and mixed scrub. 
Calcareous or carbonate soils in washes, roadsides, 
rock crevices, outcrops. 2,500 to 5,480 feet. 

Rosy twotone beardtongue 
(Penstemon bicolor ssp. roseus) 

ESA: none 
BLM: sensitive 
State: none 

Creosote-burrobush, blackbrush, and mixed scrub 
communities. Rocky calcareous, granitic, or 
volcanic soils. 1,800 to 4,839 feet. 

*CE – Critically Endangered 
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Cactus and Yucca 
Cactus and yucca, as well as evergreen trees, are protected and regulated by the BLM and the 
State of Nevada. Under NRS 527.060-527.120, it is illegal for any individual or company to cut, 
destroy, mutilate, remove, or possess any cactus, yucca, evergreen tree, or portions of these 
plants. Eleven species of cactus and one species of yucca were found within sampling plots and 
transects during surveys in 2010 and 2012. Surveys in 2010 were conducted on 20 sample plots 
(approximately 1.88 acres each, 37.65 acres total), and surveys in 2012 were conducted on 5 
transects of variable length, totaling 282 acres. Table 3.6-2 lists those species found and provides 
estimates of the number of individuals for each alternative, based on the 2012 surveys which 
provided greater coverage of the ROW application area. Portions of Alternatives B and C extend 
beyond the area encompassed by the 2012 transects, and slightly different cactus and yucca 
densities or species composition may be present in those areas. One additional species, Mojave 
pricklypear Opuntia erinacea var. erinacea, was observed infrequently in the ROW application 
area but not detected on any sample plots or transects. 

Table 3.6-2. Cacti and Yucca Estimates within each Project Footprint 

Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Estimated 
Number of 

Individuals for 
Alternative B 

Estimated 
Number of 

Individuals for 
Alternative C 

Estimated 
Number of 

Individuals for 
Alternative D 

Buckhorn Cholla 
Cylindropuntia acanthocarpa var. 
coloradensis 

32,291 21,067 25,967 

Silver Cholla 
Cylindropuntia echinocarpa 30,105 19,640 24,209 

Pencil Cactus 
Cylindropuntia ramosissima 53,063 34,618 42,670 

Clustered Barrel Cactus 
Echinocactus polycephalus var. polycephalus 697 455 560 

Hedgehog Cactus 
Echinocereus engelmannii 5,261 3,432 4,231 

California Barrel Cactus 
Ferocactus cylindraceus var. cylindraceus 4,947 3,227 3,978 

Matted Cholla 
Grusonia parishii 14 9 11 

Fish-hook Cactus 
Mammillaria tetrancistra 287 187 231 

Beavertail Cactus 
Opuntia basilaris var. basilaris 5,043 3,290 4,055 

Mojave Pricklypear 
Opuntia erinacea var. erinacea Uncommon Uncommon Uncommon 

Mojave Yucca 
Yucca schidigera 42,691 27,851 34,330 

Total 174,397 113,777 (2012) 140,242 
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3.6.2 Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Species 

3.6.2.1 Wildlife 

Surveys of the ROW application area conducted in spring 2008, 2009, and 2011, found 35 bird 
species with black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), 
and ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens) as the most common species detected.  

Thirteen species of reptile were observed with western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris), side-
blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), and zebra-tailed lizard (Callisaurus draconoides) detected 
most often. Six mammal species were detected with black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), 
white-tailed antelope ground squirrel (Ammospermophilus leucurus), and desert woodrat 
(Neotoma lepida) observed most frequently. No fish or amphibian species are likely to inhabit 
the ROW application area due to an absence of aquatic habitat (Sundance Biology 2009; 
Ironwood Consulting 2012). 

3.6.2.2 Special Status Wildlife Species 

Special status wildlife species with the potential to occur within the ROW application area may 
be regulated under three different categories. Species may be listed as threatened, endangered, 
candidate, or proposed for listing under the ESA; species may be managed as a sensitive species 
by the Nevada BLM; and species may be protected by the State of Nevada under NRS 501. 
Table 3.6-3 lists the 21 special status wildlife species with the potential to occur within the ROW 
application area, their regulatory status, and likelihood of occurrence in the area. Of these 21 
species, nine species were documented during surveys.  

Desert Tortoise 
The desert tortoise was the only species listed under the ESA found within the ROW application 
area. Surveys for desert tortoise were conducted in spring 2008, 2009, and 2011.  

Surveys conducted in 2008 and 2009 utilized a modified Tortoise Regional Estimates of Density 
Model (TRED) method of surveying and covered only the 7,925-acre ROW application area 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS while the 2011 surveys were conducted via full coverage 
transects of the current 12,958-acre ROW application area (Sundance Biology 2009, Ironwood 
Consulting 2012). Analysis conducted by Ironwood Consulting yielded comparative data for 
these differing survey methods. Table 3.6-4 shows the comparative calculations of the number of 
tortoises and the density of tortoises within each proposed alternative. 
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Table 3.6-3. Special Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur  
within the ROW Application Area 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Likelihood of 
Occurrence 

Reptiles 
Desert tortoise Gopherus agassizii ESA: Threatened

BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Present 

Gila monster Heloderma suspectum cinctum BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Not Detected – Moderate 
Potential 

Chuckwalla Sauromalus obsesus BLM: Sensitive Not Detected – Moderate 
Potential 

Birds 
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos BLM: Sensitive 

State: Protected 
Present 

Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Present 

Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus State: Protected Present 

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Present 

Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Present 

Brewer’s sparrow Spizella breweri BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Present 

Crissal thrasher Toxostoma crissale State: Protected Present 

Le Conte’s thrasher Toxostoma lecontei BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Present 

Mammals 
Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus BLM: Sensitive 

State: Protected 
Not Detected – Moderate 
Potential 

Townsend’s big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Not Detected – Low 
Potential 

California myotis Myotis californicus BLM: Sensitive Not Detected – Moderate 
Potential 

Western small-footed myotis Myotis ciliolabrum BLM: Sensitive Not Detected – Moderate 
Potential 

Yuma myotis Myotis yumanensis BLM: Sensitive Not Detected – Low 
Potential 

Brazilian free-tailed bat Tadarida brasiliensis BLM: Sensitive 
State: Protected 

Not Detected – Moderate 
Potential 

Desert kit fox Vulpes macrotis State: Protected Present 

Source: Sundance Biology 2010; Ironwood Consulting 2011. 
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Table 3.6-4. Comparison of Desert Tortoise Range Estimates per Alternative 

Alternative Size 
(acres) 

Range Estimate1 
(tortoises) 

Density Range Estimate1 
(tortoise/mi2) 

Alternative B 3,855 19 to 85 3 to 14 

Alternative C 2,515 36 to 105 9 to 27 

Alternative D 3,102 13 to 64 3 to 13 
1 Adult Tortoise (>160 mm mid-carapace length) – range estimates based on lower and higher 95% confidence intervals. 
2 Estimates from TRED sampling and scaled down to exclude Silver State North (developed). 
3 Estimates scaled up to include linear components and associated project features. 
Source: Ironwood Consulting 2012. 

The USFWS has stated that the preservation of habitat connectivity and genetic flow between 
large geographically distant populations, specifically the connectivity between the Ivanpah and 
Piute-Eldorado Critical Habitat Units (CHU), is of primary interest by the USFWS (USFWS 
2011a and 2011b). Recent studies have indicated connectivity between these CHUs occur north-
south through eastern Ivanpah/Roach Valley, which includes the ROW application area, and 
east-west through the northern McCullough Range south of Hidden Valley (Hagerty et al. 2010; 
Nussear et al. 2009). The ROW application area is not within a designated CHU.  

Golden Eagle 
Golden eagles typically build nests on vertical structures such as cliffs and mountains ledges and 
forage in open areas with sparse vegetation. The entire ROW application area provides suitable 
foraging habitat for golden eagles; however, no suitable nesting habitat is present. The nearest 
potentially suitable nesting habitat is located in the McCullough Range over 7 miles to the east of 
the ROW application area. Aerial surveys conducted in 2010 did not detect any golden eagles 
within the ROW application area or the Lucy Gray Mountains. Four possible golden eagle 
territories were detected within the 10-mile ROI. The nearest territory is located within Ivanpah 
Valley approximately 5 miles west of the ROW application area. Surveys conducted in 2011 
observed a pair of golden eagles soaring overhead near the eastern boundary of the ROW 
application area near the Lucy Gray Mountains (Ironwood Consulting 2012) (Figure 3.6-3). 
Previous surveys that included the ROW application area, did not detect any golden eagles 
(Sundance Biology 2009). 

Burrowing Owl 
Burrowing owls inhabit areas associated with burrowing animals such as open, dry grasslands, 
agricultural and range lands, and desert habitats. The ROW application area provides suitable 
habitat for burrowing owls as a result of the presence of desert tortoise and kit fox burrows. 
Evidence of burrowing owl presence was documented at four burrow locations within the ROW 
application area during 2011 surveys (Figure 3.6-3; Ironwood Consulting 2012). Previous 
surveys that included the ROW application area did not detect any burrowing owls (Sundance 
Biology 2009). No live burrowing owls were observed. Burrowing owls likely inhabit the ROW 
application area, but at low densities (Ironwood Consulting 2012). 
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Prairie Falcon 
Prairie falcons typically build nests on cliffs and forage in open areas with areas of sparse 
vegetation providing the best foraging habitat. There is no suitable nesting habitat within the 
ROW application area. A single prairie falcon was observed in flight approximately 0.25 mile 
northwest of the ROW application area during 2011 surveys (Figure 3.6-3). Previous surveys of 
the ROW application area did not detect any prairie falcons (Sundance Biology 2009). There are 
no records of the species breeding in the McCullough or Lucy Gray Mountains (Floyd et al. 
2007; Ironwood Consulting 2012). As a result, prairie falcons are anticipated to utilize the ROW 
application area infrequently for foraging. 

Loggerhead Shrike 
Loggerhead shrikes are known to be a resident species throughout Nevada (Floyd et al. 2007). 
Shrikes primarily feed on large insects, but frequently eat small vertebrates, carrion, and 
invertebrates (Ehrlich et al. 1988). Although loggerhead shrikes were not detected during 
previous surveys, seven individual shrikes, including two pairs, were observed within the ROW 
application area during 2011 surveys (Sundance Biology 2009, Ironwood Consulting 2012) (see 
Figure 3.6-3). The species is likely a year-round resident of the area (Ironwood Consulting 
2012).  

Brewer’s Sparrow 
The Brewer’s sparrow is often associated with sagebrush habitats, but may also be common in 
areas of desert scrub. Typically, the region that comprises the ROW application area is used for 
migration; however, the species may be found year-round. Brewer’s sparrows feed on insects 
and seeds found on the ground or in low shrubs (Floyd et al. 2007; Udvardy and Farrand 1994). 
Although previous surveys in the ROW application area did not detect any Brewer’s sparrow, 
more than 30 individuals were detected during the 2011 surveys (Sundance Biology 2009, 
Ironwood Consulting 2012) (see Figure 3.6-3). The species may be a year-round resident in the 
ROW application area (Ironwood Consulting 2012).  

Crissal Thrasher 
Crissal thrashers typically inhabit riparian thickets or mesquite groves in southern Nevada. The 
species rarely flies in the open, but moves among streamside vegetation gathering ground-
dwelling insects (Floyd et al. 2007; Udvardy and Farrand 1994). Although previous surveys in 
the ROW application area did not detect any crissal thrashers, surveys conducted in 2011 
observed a single crissal thrasher along the eastern boundary of the ROW application area 
(Sundance Biology 2009, Ironwood Consulting 2012) (see Figure 3.6-3). There is little suitable 
habitat within the ROW application area; however, the species may occupy dense vegetation 
within the larger wash systems at higher elevations (Ironwood Consulting 2012).  

LeConte’s Thrasher 
LeConte’s thrashers inhabit the desert scrub preferring areas with scarce vegetation. This 
thrasher primarily runs on the ground pursuing prey and avoiding predators. It will fly if 
necessary, but prefers to remain on the ground. LeConte’s thrashers feed on ground-dwelling 
insects (Floyd et al. 2007; Udvardy and Farrand 1994). Although previous surveys in the ROW 
application area did not detect any LeConte’s thrashers, a total of twenty-eight individual 
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thrashers, including five pairs, were detected within the ROW application area during 2011 
surveys (Sundance Biology 2009, Ironwood Consulting 2012) (Figure 3.6-3). LeConte’s 
thrashers are likely year-round residents of the ROW application area. 

Bats 
Surveys for bats were not conducted. Six special status bat species (see Table 3.6-3) may occur 
within the ROW application area. There is no suitable roosting habitat within the ROW 
application; however, the area may be utilized for foraging. These bat species may roost within 
the rocky substrates of the mountains in the vicinity of the ROW application area (Ironwood 
Consulting 2012). 

Desert Bighorn Sheep 
Desert bighorn sheep are typically found in rugged, mountainous terrain. Steep slopes and cliffs 
are used to escape from predators. The ROW application area does not contain the preferred 
habitat of the desert bighorn sheep; however, the area may be used during migration between 
mountain ranges. The closest ranges that contain known habitat for desert bighorn sheep are the 
McCullough, Highland, and Spring Mountains in Nevada and the Clark Mountains in California. 
Use of the ROW application area by desert bighorn sheep is anticipated to be rare. During the 
May 2010 desert tortoise surveys of the Phase I Relocation Area (eastern portion of the ROW 
application area), desert bighorn sheep were observed (Sundance Biology 2010). 

Kit Fox 
Kit foxes are the smallest member of the canid family in North America. They display typical 
fox features and have relatively large ears placed close together on the head. Kit foxes range in 
color from yellowish to gray. The species is most commonly found in arid regions such as desert 
scrub, chaparral, and grasslands. Kit foxes occupy dens which they may construct or take over 
from other species such as badgers or tortoise. Dens often have multiple openings and are 
utilized year-round. Kit foxes have an average home range size of 1.24 square miles (Patton and 
Francl 2008; McGrew 1979). Dozens of canid burrows potentially used by kit fox were observed 
during all surveys conducted within the ROW application area (Sundance Biology 2009; 
Ironwood Consulting 2012). One confirmed kit fox burrow complex exhibiting recent activity 
was located within the ROW application area (Ironwood Consulting 2012) (see Figure 3.6-3). 

3.6.3 Wild Horses and Burros 
The BLM manages wild horses and burros on sites designated as herd management areas. There 
are no herd management areas within 10 miles of the ROW application area. No wild horses or 
burros are expected to occur within the ROW application area. 

3.6.4 Rangeland Resources 
The Taylor Grazing Act was passed in 1934 and established five of Nevada’s six existing 
grazing districts, including the Las Vegas district. The sixth grazing district, Battle Mountain 
district, was established in 1951. The 2010 Final EIS identified 53 grazing allotments totaling 
2,867,508 acres and 689,852 acres of non-allotted land available for livestock grazing within the 
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Las Vegas grazing district. Two grazing allotments are located within the ROW application area: 
the Jean Lake allotment and the Roach Lake allotment. A grazing allotment is a parcel of BLM 
public land that a permittee leases from BLM.  

The season of use on the Jean Lake and the Roach Lake allotments is ‘ephemeral’ and is tied to 
forage production and the overall ecological health of each allotment. Currently, both allotments 
are closed to grazing (Johnson 2011). The Jean Lake allotment closed in 2006 and the Roach 
Lake allotment closed in 2000. The closure of these allotments allows for forage recovery that 
will benefit livestock, desert tortoises and other wildlife, and will improve overall ecological 
health.  

No additional allotments were established after the ROD was issued on the 2010 Final EIS and 
both existing allotments remain closed to grazing (Johnson 2011). 

3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
This section identifies the cultural resources that are common within the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS and the expanded ROW application area in this 
Supplemental EIS. The APE for the 2010 Final EIS consisted of the ROW application area and 
totaled 7,967 acres, including 7,925 acres associated with the Project area and 42 acres 
associated with existing access roads. The APE for the Supplemental EIS consists of 5,790 acres, 
including some overlapping areas evaluated in the Final 2010 EIS. Detailed background 
information, including historic background and known archaeological resources can be found in 
Section 3.7 of the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 2010). A summary of the Affected Environment 
description from the 2010 Final EIS is presented below, with updates as relevant for the 
expanded ROW application area. Tribal consultation efforts for both the 2010 Final EIS and 
Supplemental EIS are discussed in Section 3.7.3. 

3.7.1 Overview 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies to take 
into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. For the purposes of Section 
106, historic properties are defined as including prehistoric and historic sites, buildings, 
structures, districts, landscapes, and objects included in or eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as well as artifacts, records, and remains related to such 
properties (National Register Bulletin 36). Historic properties can also include those cultural 
resources that are associated with the cultural practices or beliefs of a living community 
(National Register Bulletin 38).  

According to National Register Bulletin 15 (National Park Service [NPS] 1991), to be eligible 
for listing on the NRHP, identified cultural resources must have integrity and meet at least one of 
the four evaluation criteria defined by 36 CFR 60 which reads:  

“The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and 
cultural is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity 
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; and 
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a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 

b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or  
c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 
may lack individual distinction; or  

d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history.” 

3.7.2 Known Archaeological Resources 
Following is a description of the survey results from the 2010 Final EIS and from efforts in 
support of the Supplemental EIS. 

3.7.2.1 Surveys in Support of 2010 Final EIS 

A cultural resource study consisting of a detailed records review and intensive pedestrian survey 
was conducted in 2009 by Statistical Research, Inc. (SRI) in support of the project evaluated in 
the Silver State Solar Energy Project Final EIS (White and Lerch 2010). The study was 
conducted to identify those cultural resources located within the APE which encompassed 
approximately 7,967 acres of disturbed and undisturbed lands. A total of twenty-three new and 
five previously recorded sites and sixty-five isolated finds were identified within the APE during 
an intensive pedestrian survey. The previously recorded sites consisted of two prehistoric and 
three historic sites; the newly recorded sites included fifteen prehistoric sites, seven historic sites, 
and one multi-component site. The isolated finds consisted of twelve prehistoric, fifty-two 
historic, and one of undetermined age. Per the October 2009 State Protocol Agreement between 
BLM and SHPO, isolated finds are considered categorically not eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
Of the twenty-seven sites, three were considered eligible for the NRHP and included two 
prehistoric and one historic site. The prehistoric sites, 26CK1620/8282 and 26CK2632/8280, are 
located along the previously proposed access route to the project area and mitigation measures to 
monitor these sensitive areas was proposed, however, this route was not utilized. This route is 
not included within the Supplemental EIS Project APE.  The NRHP-eligible historic property 
(26CK5180a) that consists of the Southern California Edison (SCE) Eldorado to Ivanpah 
Transmission Line was not affected by the solar Project in the 2010 Final EIS.  Based on the 
original inventory report for the 2010 Final EIS (White and Lerch 2010), BLM, with SHPO 
concurrence, determined that no historic properties would be affected. To support the no adverse 
effects to cultural resources finding, the 2010 Final EIS also included provisions for 
unanticipated discoveries during construction. 

3.7.2.2 Surveys in Support of Supplemental EIS (2012) 

In support of the Supplemental EIS, additional cultural resources surveys were conducted within 
the expanded ROW application area. The APE for the Supplemental EIS was determined to be 
5,863 acres. 
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The cultural resource inventory for the expanded ROW application area resulted in the 
recordation of seven new and sixteen previously recorded prehistoric and historic sites and 
seventeen isolated finds (White and Lerch 2012). Of the twenty-three sites, seven are prehistoric, 
fifteen are historic, and one is less than 50 years in age. The isolated finds consist of fourteen 
prehistoric and three historic artifacts. Of the twenty-three sites, seven are recommended eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Three sites (26CK8294, 26CK8300, and 
26CK9450) are prehistoric and were recommended eligible under criterion d for their research 
potential. Four historic electrical-transmission lines, 26CK5180a, 26CK6237, 26CK6238, and 
26CK6242, have been previously determined eligible under criteria a and c for their association 
with the construction of the Hoover Dam and supplying the Los Angeles basin with electrical 
power as well as their engineering design.  The SCE transmission line (26CK5180a) that the new 
solar alternative would have a new substation and interconnection to would not be adversely 
affected by the current Supplemental EIS Project as it has been mitigated by documentation in a 
Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) pursuant to a Programmatic Agreement for this 
transmission line upgrade EIS Record of Decision signed in November of 2010. This upgrade is 
currently underway. The remaining three transmission lines would not be directly affected or 
indirectly (visually) affected by the proposed Project as setting is not a quality of their integrity 
for NRHP-eligibility. The San Pedro, Los Angeles and Salt Lake/Union Pacific Railroad 
(26CK5685) is eligible under criteria a and d, however, the track is totally rebuilt within the APE 
and only a 1925 concrete culvert is a contributing feature under Criterion d. The remaining site, 
26CK7862, is a former Northrop Aircraft test-flight facility and has previously been determined 
not eligible to the NRHP.  

According to 36 CFR Part 800.5: “An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, 
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a history property that qualify the property for 
inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property… 
Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may 
occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative” 

As stated above, the five linear NRHP-eligible resources will not be adversely affected by this 
Project. The remaining three NRHP-eligible prehistoric sites that are within the APE are located 
outside the area shown in the proposed Site Development Plan (as of March 21, 2012) and as 
such would be avoided by all Project alternatives. Therefore, the alternatives being considered 
for the Supplemental EIS do not result in adverse effects to cultural resources.  

3.7.3 Tribal Consultation 
Following is a discussion of Tribal consultation efforts in support of the 2010 Final EIS and the 
Supplemental EIS. 

3.7.3.1 Tribal Consultation in Support of the 2010 Final EIS 

Tribal consultation was conducted in 2009 in support of the 2010 Final EIS (see Section 3.7.3 of 
the 2010 Final EIS). Consultation letters were sent to six tribes and a field visit with two, the 
Chemehuevi Indian Tribe and Moapa Band of Paiutes, was conducted on October 13, 2009 with 
the BLM and SRI representatives. The tribal representatives concurred with the eligibility of the 

October 2012 3-27 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 3 

prehistoric sites under Section 106 and no other issues were identified within the previously 
analyzed ROW application area. Additional correspondence was sent informing the tribes of the 
public scoping meetings.  

3.7.3.2 Tribal Consultation in Support of the Supplemental EIS 

In support of the Supplemental EIS, additional tribal letters were sent on August 16, 2011 to the 
same six tribes:  

• Chemehuevi Tribe 
• Colorado River Indian Tribes 
• Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 
• Las Vegas Paiute Tribe 
• Moapa Band of Paiutes 
• Pahrump Paiute Tribe 

Through in-person meetings and telephone conversations with the Las Vegas Tribe, the 
Chemehuevi Tribe, and the Fort Mojave Tribe, no concerns have been expressed for the 
proposed Project. The Moapa and Pahrump Tribes have concerns for how the tortoise habitat 
would be affected and the potential use of groundwater within the Project. The Colorado River 
Indian Tribes stated on September 6, 2012 that they would send a response to the BLM stating 
what their concerns might be but a response has not yet been received. There are no known 
sacred sites within the ROW application area.  

3.8 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
The paleontological resources in the regional area are described in Section 3.8 in the 2010 Final 
EIS (BLM 2010). The ROI considered in detail in the 2010 Final EIS analyzed a 7,925-acre 
ROW application area at the base of the western slopes of the Lucy Gray Mountains, of which 
7,387 acres are included in the current ROW application area. A summary of the Affected 
Environment description from the Final EIS is presented below, with updates as relevant for the 
expanded ROW application area.  

Based on literature reviews and record searches conducted by CH2M Hill in 2009, the geology 
of the previously analyzed ROW application area corresponds to a Potential Fossil Yield 
Classification (PFYC) of Class 2 and Class 3b. A paleo-resource area classified as Class 2 is 
considered to be of low potential for paleontological resources, while Class 3b areas do not have 
enough information to make a determination, and can require pre-construction surveys. The 
Class 2 areas for the previously proposed project site are designated as Quaternary alluvium and 
this indicates that there is rapid movement of sediment from flowing water, which would likely 
have carried away any potential paleontological resources. Also, the sediments may be too young 
to yield fossils of scientific significance. Township 27 South, Range 59 East, Section 3, located 
in the southern extremity of Roach Dry Lake, is classified as a Class 3b paleo-resource area and 
is the only area of the previously analyzed ROW application area that was identified as having 
some potential for containing paleontological resources.  
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The 2010 Final EIS did not assess the paleontological sensitivity of 5,571 acres on the eastern 
margin of Roach Dry Lake and the west bajada of the Lucy Gray Range that are included in the 
new ROW application area analyzed in this Supplemental EIS. The sensitivity of this expanded 
ROW application area was analyzed in a separate study (CH2M Hill 2011), which indicated that 
most of the additional acreage in the ROW application area is underlain by sediment with a 
PFYC Class of 2 (low paleontological sensitivity). Although sediments on the eastern margin of 
Roach Dry Lake are designated PFYC Class 3b (unknown potential) at depth, a survey is not 
deemed necessary because no fossil material is expected to remain at or near the surface. 

3.9 LANDS AND REALTY 
This section summarizes the lands and realty section of the 2010 Final EIS, any changes since 
the Final EIS was completed, and any additional information needed to address the expanded 
ROW application area. The ROI for this section includes the entire 12,958-acre ROW 
application area, which is located on Federal lands managed by the BLM LVFO (Figure 3.9-1). 
The legal description of the land under ROW application is included in Table 3.9-1. The ROW 
application area for the Silver State Solar South Project is located approximately 2 miles east of 
Primm, Nevada and 40 miles south of Las Vegas, Nevada. The total ROW application area 
includes 7,387 acres of land analyzed in Section 3.9 Lands and Realty of the 2010 Final EIS. 

Table 3.9-1. Legal Description of ROW Application 

Township* Range* Section(s)* 
26S 59E 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, 26 27, 34, 35, 36  

27S 59E 1, 2, 3, 9, 10, 11, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 
*Mount Diablo Meridian 

The ROW application area is located along the west side of the Lucy Gray Mountains in the 
Mojave Desert and is bounded by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) on the west and the 
California state border on the south. The northern border of the ROW application area is 
approximately 6 miles south of Jean, Nevada. The surrounding area includes the community of 
Primm and associated hotels and casinos, the Walter M. Higgins Generating Station, the Silver 
State Solar North facilities (currently under construction) the UPRR, Interstate 15, and the 
proposed Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport (SNSA). 

The ROW application area is managed by the BLM Southern Nevada District Office and is located 
within the Jean /Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area. Land uses within the ROW 
application area remain essentially the same as those described in the 2010 Final EIS and include 
electric utility and telephone ROWs, access roads, and recreation/OHV trails. Since the 2010 Final 
EIS was completed, the Silver State North solar facilities have been constructed. A list of both 
authorized and pending ROWs in the ROW application area is included in Table 3.9-2.  

As noted in the 2010 Final EIS, the ROW application area is adjacent to the BLM patented 
6,000-acre airport site which was transferred to Clark County in 2004. BLM and the Federal 
Aviation Administration were preparing an EIS for a proposed SNSA in Clark County, Nevada; 
however, the agencies have suspended work on the EIS. It is not known when work on the EIS 
will resume. The pending ROW application for the SNSA includes lands identified as airport 
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Table 3.9-2. BLM ROW Grant Applications 

Case Number Township/Range Right-of-Way Type Status Expiration 
NVCC 018367  T27S, R59E Section 3 

(S2NW)  
McCullough-Victorville 500 kV 
Transmission Line  

Authorized  Indefinite  

NVCC 020824  T27S, R59E Section 3 (4)  Transmission Line  Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 039980  T27S, R59E Section 2 (4)  McCullough-Victorville 500 kV 
Transmission Line  

Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 039980  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(SWNE, SW)  

McCullough-Victorville 500 kV 
Transmission Line  

Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 039980  T27S, R59E Section 3 (1,2)  McCullough-Victorville 500 kV 
Transmission Line  

Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 074211  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(E2W2)  Transmission Line  Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 074211  T27S, R59E Section 3 (1,2)  Transmission Line  Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 074654  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(E2W2)  Transmission Line  Authorized  11/14/11  

NVN 074654  T27S, R59E Section 3 (1,2)  Transmission Line  Authorized  11/14/11  

NVN 082824  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(NWNE, SWNE, SENW, 
SESW, NESW)  

Walter M. Higgins– Eldorado 
Interconnection 500 kV 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 082824  T27S, R59E Section 3 (2)  Walter M. Higgins– Eldorado 
Interconnection 500 kV 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 082825  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(NWNE, SWNE, SENW, 
NESW, SESW)  

Walter M. Higgins – Eldorado 
Interconnection 500 kV 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 082825  T27S, R59E Section 3 (2)  Walter M. Higgins – Eldorado 
Optical Ground Wire Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 13 
(All)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 14 
(All)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 15 
(All)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 22 (N2, 
SE1/4, NE1/4 of SW1/4)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 23 
(All)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 24 
(All)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 25 
(N2)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   
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Table 3.9-2. BLM ROW Grant Applications (Continued) 

Case Number Township/Range Right-of-Way Type Status Expiration 
NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 26 (N2, 

NE1/4 of SW1/4, N2 of 
SE1/4, N2 of S2 of SE1/4)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 085603  T27S, R59E Section 27 
(NE1/4 of NE1/4)  

Solar Thermal Energy Facility 
Transmission Line  

Pending   

NVN 04326501  T27S, R59E Section 2 
(SWNW)  

Mead Eldorado Transmission and 
Telephone Lines  

Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 04326501  T27S, R59E Section 2 (3,4)  Mead Eldorado Transmission and 
Telephone Lines  

Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 04326501  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(SENE, N2SE, SWSE, 
SESW)  

Mead Eldorado Transmission and 
Telephone Lines  

Authorized  Indefinite  

NVN 08282401  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(NWNE, SWNE, SENW, 
SESW, NESW)  

500 kV Transmission 
Interconnection  

Pending   

NVN 08282401  T27S, R59E Section 3 (2)  500 kV Transmission 
Interconnection  

Pending   

NVN 08282501  T27S, R59E Section 3 
(NWNE, SWNE, SENW, 
NESW, SESW)  

Optical Ground Wire Transmission 
Line  

Pending   

NVN 08282501  T27S, R59E Section 3 (2)  Optical Ground Wire Transmission 
Line  

Pending   

NVN 088003  T27S, R59E Section 3 (S2, 
NE1/4, S2 of NW1/4, S2 of 
NE1/4 of NW1/4)  

Ivanpah Supplemental Airport 
Withdrawal and Transfer for a 
Noise Compatibility Area on map 
titled, “Clark County Conservation 
of Public Land and Natural 
Resources Act of 2002”  

Authorized  Indefinite  

environs overlay district and flood control lands which overlap the Silver State South ROW 
application area. These overlapping areas include T.26S, R.59E Sections 14, 23, 26, 27, and 34, 
and T.27S, R.59E Sections 9 and 10. 

The 2010 Final EIS identified four mining claims within the previously analyzed ROW 
application area. These claims are discussed in detail in Section 3.17, Energy and Minerals of the 
Final EIS. The 5,571 acres of ROW application area not previously analyzed includes two 
additional mining claims, which are addressed in Section 3.17, Energy and Minerals. 

3.10 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 
Special Management Areas (SMA) in the ROW application area and surrounding region are 
described in Section 3.11 in the 2010 Final EIS (BLM 2010) and summarized below. For the 
purposes of this study, SMAs within 10 miles of the ROW application area were identified. No 
changes in status of SMAs have occurred since the 2010 Final EIS was completed. 
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As noted in the 2010 Final EIS, BLM SMAs are lands which possess unique and important 
historical, anthropological, ecological, biological, geological, and paleontological features. These 
SMAs are designated by an Act of Congress or Presidential Proclamation, or created under BLM 
administrative procedures.  

The ROW application area is located entirely within the Jean/Roach Lake Special Recreation 
Management Area (SRMA) (Figure 3.10-1). A detailed discussion of this SRMA is in Section 
3.11.1.1 of the 2010 Final EIS and Section 3.11 of this Supplemental EIS. 

While the ROW application area does not include any Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC), Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMA), National Preserves, or BLM Wilderness 
Areas, these types of SMA are in the vicinity. The SMAs located within 10 miles of the ROW 
application area were described in the 2010 Final EIS and are presented in Table 3.10-1. 

Table 3.10-1. Special Management Areas Near the ROW Application Area 

Special Management Area Location Distance from ROW Application 
Area 

Jean/Roach Lake SRMA Clark County, Nevada ROW application area located within 
Jean/Roach Lake SRMA 

Ivanpah DWMA/ACEC San Bernardino County, CA 1 mile to the south 

Ivanpah Dry Lake SRMA San Bernardino County, CA 2 miles to the southwest 

South McCollough Wilderness Area Clark County, Nevada 3 mile to the east 

Piute-Eldorado Valley DWMA/ACEC Clark County, Nevada 5 miles to the southeast 

Stateline Wilderness Area San Bernardino County, CA 6 miles to the west 

Mojave National Preserve San Bernardino County, CA 7 miles to the south 

Mesquite Wilderness Area San Bernardino County, CA 8 miles to the west 

Crescent Townsite ACEC Clark County, NV 9 miles to the southeast 

3.11 RECREATION 
This section includes a summary of the recreation section included in the 2010 Final EIS, any 
changes since the 2010 Final EIS was completed, and any additional information needed to 
address the expanded ROW application area. The ROI for recreation is considered to be 5 miles 
to include direct and indirect impacts. As identified in the 2010 Final EIS, two recreation areas 
are located within 5 miles of the ROW application area: the Ivanpah Dry Lake SRMA and the 
Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. The Ivanpah Dry Lake SRMA is located in San Bernardino, California 
approximately 2 miles from the ROW application area. A description of this SRMA can be found 
in section 3.11.3 of the 2010 Final EIS. The Jean/Roach Lake SRMA is described below. 

3.11.1 Jean/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area 
The ROW application area is located within the 216,300-acre Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. The 
Jean/Roach Lake SRMA is managed by the BLM “for intensive recreation opportunities,  
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including competitive OHV races (in accordance with the USFWS Biological Opinion) and other 
recreational events, as well as dispersed recreational use and commercial activities” (BLM 
1998). Other recreational activities include recreational OHV use, model rocket launching, 
filming of movies, commercials, and music videos, rock climbing, dog trial training, mountain 
biking, target shooting, hang-gliding and para-gliding, hunting, horseback riding events, hiking, 
music festivals, and land sailing. Hunting within the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA occurs primarily 
within the mountain areas, including the Lucy Grays. The 12,958-acre ROW application area 
occurs within hunting Unit 263 and includes quail hunting, 7 bighorn sheep tags and 19 mule 
deer tags (Units 261 through 268). 

OHV recreation within the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA includes competitive organized events, 
commercial tours, and dispersed recreation. Figure 3.11-1 shows trails and roads used for these 
recreation activities.  

3.11.2 Special Recreation Permits and OHV Racing 
Special recreation permits are required by the BLM for competitive organized OHV racing 
events within the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. These permits are typically applied for six months in 
advance of the event. OHV high speed events are restricted during tortoise active periods and 
typically occur during the winter and summer months. A biological assessment and consultation 
with the USFWS must be completed before each race event. Competitive organized OHV races 
average approximately 8,000 visitors per event, with some events bringing over 20,000 per event 
(Peterson 2012). Table 3.11-1 includes races which were granted a special recreation permit in 
the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA from 2009 to 2011. Based on the historical use of the SRMA for 
competitive organized OHV racing, BLM anticipates that these races will continue into the 
future. 

3.11.3 Commercial OHV Tours 
Commercial touring companies use the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA to lead OHV tours. Currently, 
two companies are permitted to operate in the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA: Vegas Off-Road 
Experience (VORE), and American Adventure Tours (Dieli, 2011). The routes used for 
commercial tours are included in Figure 3.11-1. Commercial touring visitation within the 
Jean/Roach Lake SRMA is approximately 15,000 visits per year (Peterson 2012).  

3.11.4 Dispersed Recreation 
Dispersed recreation makes up the majority of recreational use in the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA 
(Dieli 2011). In fiscal year 2011, the Jean/Roach Dry Lakes SRMA has 249,904 visits and 
85,223 visitor days (Dieli 2011). Many of the dispersed recreation users are OHV enthusiasts. 
These visitors typically access the eastern portion of the SRMA from a UPRR crossing 
approximately one mile north of Primm. From this access point, they follow OHV trails to gain 
access to the Lucy Grays and other areas of the SRMA. 
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Table 3.11-1. Organized Races in the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA, 2009-2012 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Race 
(month) 

SNORE Battle at Primm 
(February) 

SNORE Battle at Primm 
(February) 

SNORE Battle at Primm 
(February) 

HDRA Redline @ 
Stateline (January 

Best in the Desert (April) Motorcycle Racing 
Association of Nevada – 
four events 

BITD MINT 400 
(March) 

SNORE Battle at 
Primm (February) 

Motorcycle Racing 
Association of Nevada – 
three events (June, July, 
and August) 

SCORE-International 
Primm 300 (September) 

Motorcycle Racing 
Association of Nevada – 
four events 

BITD MINT 400 
(March) 

SCORE-International 
Primm 300 (September) 

Seed 9 Rally (November) Seed 9 Rally 
(November) 

Motorcycle Racing 
Association of 
Nevada – four 
events 

SNORE 250 at Primm 
(October) 

Best in the Desert 
Henderson Classic 
(December) 

Best in the Desert 
Henderson Classic 
(December) 

HDRA Night Race 
(August) 

Best in the Desert 
Henderson Classic 
(December) 

Seed 9 Rally 
(November) 

Best in the Desert 
Henderson Classic 
(December) 

3.12 VISUAL RESOURCES 
The visual resources in the regional area are described fully in Section 3.8 in the 2010 Final EIS 
and are summarized in this document. The Region of Influence (ROI) for visual resources was 
based on the viewshed analysis, which encompassed up to 15 miles (background distance zone) 
from the ROW application area. Given the margin of change between the ROW application areas 
for the previously analyzed Silver State Solar Project and the Silver State Solar South Project, 
the BLM has determined that the visual resource inventory prepared previously for the Final EIS 
is sufficient to characterize the affected environment for this project. Consistent with the Final 
EIS for the Silver State Solar Project and BLM’s guidelines for visual resource management 
(VRM), the affected environment for visual resources considers visual character, the agency’s 
visual resource inventory, key observation points (KOPs), and visual resource management 
objectives.  

3.12.1 Visual Character 
The ROW application area is located entirely within the Basin and Range physiographic 
province in southeast Nevada (Fenneman 1931). This landscape is characterized by its isolated, 
roughly parallel mountain ranges separated by closed (undrained) desert basins. The mountain 
ranges often run 50 to 70 miles in length and generally traverse north to south.  
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The ROW application area and adjacent lands primarily consists of a natural setting represented 
by five distinct landscape character types: desert mountains, desert foothills, alluvial fans or 
bajadas, playas, and xero-riparian areas. The desert mountains are characterized by their rugged 
and rocky slopes and exposed peaks and faces. Mountains surrounding the ROW application area 
include the Lucy Gray and McCullough Mountains to the east, the Clark and Spring Mountains 
to the west, and the New York and Ivanpah Mountains to the south. Surrounding the base of 
these mountain formations and extending into the desert plains are alluvial fans. The fans are 
characterized by gently rolling or sloping terrain, dissected by dry washes, and exhibit rocky, tan 
soils. Vegetation diversity tends to increase along ephemeral water courses and are more 
distinctive than the typically, even-vegetated alluvial fans and desert basins. The alluvial fans 
slope down to two playas that contribute to the visual character of the area; the Ivanpah and 
Roach Playas. For a detailed description of the visual character, see Section 3.12.2 in the 2010 
Final EIS. 

3.12.2 BLM Visual Resource Inventory and Objectives 
The visual resource inventory (VRI) is an inventory of scenic values and consists of Scenic 
Quality Rating Units, Sensitivity Level Rating Units, and Distance Zones. The BLM VRM 
system requires this inventory and establishment of management objectives for those values 
through the visual resource management planning process. Based on the issuance of BLM 
Instruction Memorandum No. 2009-167 (BLM 2009), a completed VRI is required to serve as 
part of the baseline for NEPA analyses on BLM land. In this regard, the VRI used for the 2010 
Final EIS were deemed appropriate for the Proposed Action per agency consultation (Chandler 
2011).  

3.12.2.1 Visual Resource Inventory and Classes 

Visual Resource Inventory Classes (VRIC) are derived by combining the VRI components 
described below (i.e. Scenic Quality, Sensitivity Levels, and Distance Zones); and represent the 
inventoried scenic values of landscapes administered by the BLM. VRIC range from Class I, 
being the most valued, to Class IV, being the least valued, per BLM’s VRM policy (BLM 
Manual H-8410-1 – Visual Resource Inventory). The Silver State Solar South Project would be 
located on VRIC IV lands (Figure 3.12-1 Visual Resource Inventory). 

Scenic Quality 
The BLM defines scenic quality as the measure of the visual appeal of a tract of land. In the VRI 
process, public land is given an A, B, or C rating, based on the evaluation of the following seven 
key factors: landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, and cultural 
modifications The ROW application area is located within a Class C Scenic Quality Rating Unit 
characterized by subtle landforms, even vegetation distribution with minimal diversity (as 
compared to the region), and minimal influence of water (Figure 3.12-2 - Scenic Quality 
Rating). The adjacent Lucy Gray Mountains and Ivanpah and Roach Playas add diversity to this 
common Basin and Range landscape. The presence of the Walter M. Higgins Generating Station, 
existing transmission line corridor(s) and the partially constructed Silver State Solar North  
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Project have substantially modified the existing setting associated with the Silver State Solar 
South Project as compared to the baseline conditions for the 2010 Final EIS. 

Sensitivity Level Rating Units 
Sensitivity Level Rating Units represent the public's concern for the maintenance of scenic 
quality associated with a given landscape. Public lands are assigned high, medium, or low 
sensitivity by analyzing the various indicators of public concern, including type of user, amount 
of use, public interest, adjacent land uses, and special areas, among other factors. Based on 
managed recreation that occurs on the Roach Playa and adjacent Lucy Gray Mountains, 
particularly organized OHV races, the BLM has determined that the sensitivity of the area is low 
to moderate (see Figure 3.12-3 - Sensitivity Level Rating).  

Distance Zones 
Distance Zones represent how a particular landscape is viewed from public viewing areas and 
typically include, but are not limited to, residential areas, recreation areas, trails, highways and 
publicly accessible agency-managed roads. As defined by the BLM, distance zones are 
characterized as foreground/middle ground (0-3 to 5 miles), background (5-15 miles), and 
seldom seen (15 miles and beyond and screened by topography). Primarily because of the close 
proximity to the community of Primm and I-15, the land in which the Silver State Solar South 
Project would be located was assessed within the foreground/middle ground distance zone (see 
Figure 3.12-4 - Distance Zones). 

3.12.3 Key Observation Points (KOPs) 
KOPs are used to identify and disclose impacts to the public and determine compliance with 
VRMC. A viewshed analysis was conducted using the Proposed Action and alternatives (Figure 
3.12-5 – Viewshed) within the ROI to determine if the KOPs identified and analyzed in section 
3.12.4 of the 2010 Final EIS were still relevant. Based on the results of this analysis, it was 
determined that the KOPs used to characterize effects within the 2010 Final EIS would be 
appropriate for the Proposed Action and Alternatives with the following two exceptions: KOP 3 
was moved from the south side of Roach Lake to the middle of the lake to better document the 
recreation viewshed associated with the lakebed area and another KOP from an OHV trail 
overlook was added (KOP 10). The following KOPs were used in this Supplemental EIS to 
assess effects of the project on the sensitive viewers and demonstrate compliance with the Las 
Vegas RMP, (LVRMP LUP). For a detailed description and characterization of the original 
KOPs, see Section 3.12.4.2 of the 2010 Final EIS.  

KOP 1 - View from Goodsprings Road 
KOP 2 - View from I-15 near Jean 
KOP 3 - View from the center of Roach Dry Lake Bed 
KOP 4 - View from Desert Oasis Apartment Complex 
KOP 5 - View from Primm Valley Resort and Casino 
KOP 6 - View from Lucy Gray OHV Trail 
KOP 7 - View from Ivanpah Dry Lake Bed 
KOP 8 - View from I-15 at Nipton Road Overpass 
KOP 9 - View from Entrance to Mojave National Preserve 
KOP 10 - View from Communications Tower Overlook 
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3.12.4 BLM Visual Resource Management Classes/Objectives 
BLM Visual Resource Management Classes (VRMC) and their associated objectives define 
levels of acceptable visual change (contrast) allowed on BLM administered land, and range from 
Class I to Class IV. VRMC are designated by the BLM, based in part on the inventoried scenic 
values (VRI) and other land use allocation decisions that are made during the resource 
management planning process. BLM VRMC are used to demonstrate compliance with applicable 
RMP Land Use Plans (LUP) and also provide guidance in regard to mitigation. The proposed 
Silver State Solar South Project would be located on BLM lands designated as VRMC III, which 
has the following objective:  

“…to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape should be moderate. Management activities may attract 
attention but should not dominate the view of the casual observer. Changes should repeat 
the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic 
landscape…” 

Figure 3.12-6 depicts the VRMC in context within the ROW Application area. 

3.13 TRANSPORTATION/MOTORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS 
The ROI for Transportation/Motorized Vehicle Access includes all existing routes that provide 
access to and within the full 12,958-acre ROW application area. The discussion of traffic routes 
in Section 3.13 of the 2010 Final EIS includes these routes and applies to the proposed Silver 
State Solar South Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS. Competitive OHV races that 
traverse the roads, trails, and washes of the Project Area, are described in Section 3.11 of the 
2010 Final EIS. 

The ROW application area is located in a largely undeveloped area and, therefore, major 
transportation routes are limited. Traffic routes within the ROW application area are limited to 
unpaved off-highway vehicle roads, trails, and dry washes. Interstate (I)-15 provides indirect 
access to the area from the urban centers of Southern California, such as San Diego and the 
greater Los Angeles area from the south, and Salt Lake City and Las Vegas from the north. 
Available data for I-15 indicate that nearby segments of the traffic route are operating at Level of 
Service (LOS) D (high-density, but stable traffic flow) and LOS E (at or near the capacity level 
with reduced speeds). East Primm Boulevard provides east-west direct access from I-15, South 
Las Vegas Boulevard/Nevada State Route (SR) 604, and Desert Arena Drive. Nearby segments 
of East Primm Boulevard operate at LOS A (free flow of traffic) and LOS C (within range of 
stable traffic flow), while no data is available for South Las Vegas Boulevard/SR 604. 
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3.14 HEALTH AND SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Existing conditions relative to human health and safety/hazardous materials are described in 
Section 3.15 in the 2010 Final EIS. The ROI for human health and safety/hazardous materials 
described in the 2010 Final EIS encompassed the regional area and the project vicinity. The same 
ROI applies to the proposed Silver State Solar South Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS. 
Hazards associated with seismic conditions are addressed in Section 3.3, flood-related hazards 
are addressed in Section 3.5, and hazards associated with fire are addressed in Section 3.18. 

Only two potentially contaminated hazardous materials sites are located in the vicinity of the 
12,958-acre ROW application area. Both sites are associated with underground storage tanks 
located in Primm and are federally regulated sites that are undergoing cleanup activities. 
Additional potential sources of hazards or hazardous materials within the ROW application area 
include pipelines and other utilities crossings and the Union Pacific Railroad line located along 
the western boundary of the ROW application area. 

3.15 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
Social and environmental conditions in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study 
area are described in Section 3.15 in the 2010 Final EIS. The ROI for socioeconomic impacts 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS are the communities, stakeholders, and resources that could be 
affected by construction and operation of the Silver State Solar South Project. The portion of the 
ROI closest to the project footprint is Primm. More broadly, the region includes the Ivanpah 
Valley and the South Clark County Planning area. The same ROI applies to the proposed Silver 
State Solar South Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS. A detailed description of the social 
and economic conditions of Clark County is provided in the 2010 Final EIS, and is incorporated 
by reference in this Supplemental EIS. However, a summary of the 2010 Final EIS description is 
provided below. 

The ROW application area falls within the South County Planning Area; a special planning sub-
region for Clark County. The South County Planning Area includes the unincorporated 
communities of Jean (5 miles north of the ROW application area) and Primm (2 miles west of 
the ROW application area); these areas fall within census tract 57.03. The community of 
Goodsprings is also within this planning area and falls within census tract 58.16. 

The immediate area near Primm is sparsely populated.  

Affected social groups in the vicinity of the proposed Project include: 

• Public Land Recreational Users/Off-Highway Vehicle Users/Organizations and 
• Supporting Industries 
• Environmental Groups and Stewards 
• Project Construction Workers and Suppliers to the Renewable Energy Industry 
• Utility Off-Taker and End-Use Energy Consumers 
• Local Private Land Owners/Residents/Large Lot Owners 

Additional detail on social and economic conditions of Primm is provided below. 
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3.15.1 Community of Primm 
While it is not a census-designated place, the 2000 census population for the community of 
Primm is 436 (US Census Bureau 2000). An estimate from the 2010 census is not yet available 
for Primm. The Clark County Comprehensive Planning Department (2008) identified a 
population of 1,060 in 2008, apparently using different boundaries for the area.  

Primm’s economy is based on its three casinos, which attract gamblers from Southern California 
wanting to stop before reaching Las Vegas 40 miles to the north, or as a last chance to gamble 
before leaving Nevada. The community's hotels also serve as reliever hotels on the occasions 
when Las Vegas hosts major conventions. Most of Primm's residents are employees of the 
casinos. 

Primm is also home to a large outlet mall, Fashion Outlets of Las Vegas, as well as, gas stations, 
restaurants, and apartments for the workers of Primm. In 2004, under MGM Mirage ownership, 
the Desert Oasis apartment complex was constructed with 52 apartment buildings to house 
employees at the three casinos, accommodating approximately 650 people. Previously, employee 
housing did exist, but mobile homes were used instead of apartments. 

Organized and informal off-road motorized recreation also plays a role in the economy of 
Primm. For example, in 1996, SCORE International started hosting an annual off-road race 
known as Terrible's SCORE Primm 300; this race has historically attracted as many as 8,000 
visitors to the area (Dieli 2011). Refer to Section 3.11 of this Supplemental EIS for details on 
off-road recreation in the ROI. 

3.16 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Environmental justice populations in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study 
area are described in Section 3.16 in the 2010 Final EIS. The ROI for environmental justice is 
the census geographies (census tracts, block groups and blocks) encompassing all potential 
project construction and operation areas. The same ROI applies to the Project analyzed in this 
Supplemental EIS, and the description of the Affected Environment presented in the 2010 Final 
EIS is incorporated by reference. An updated description of the ROI with 2010 Census data is 
provided below. 

The ROI is completely within Census Tract 57.03 in Clark County. In 2010, 91.6 percent of the 
population in that Census Tract was over age 18, compared to 75.4 percent in Nevada as a whole. 
In 2010, 19.3 percent of the population in this Block Group was considered to be a minority 
(compared to 33.8 percent in Nevada as a whole), and 12.4 percent was considered to be 
Hispanic or Latino (compared to 26.5 percent in Nevada as a whole). There are no minority 
communities within the ROI, as there is zero population in these areas. As such, the study area is 
not considered an environmental justice community with respect to minority populations. 

Poverty rate data for Census Tract 57.03 from the 2010 census is not yet available. In 2008, 
Clark County had 9.9 percent living below poverty level, and the State of Nevada had an 11.3 
percent poverty rate. These are both lower than the national poverty status of 12.4 percent. As 
there is zero population living within the boundaries of the ROI, there are no low-income 
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communities in the study area; thus, the study area is not considered an environmental justice 
community with respect to income. 

3.17 ENERGY AND MINERALS 
Energy and minerals in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study area are 
described in Section 3.17 in the 2010 Final EIS. The ROI for energy and minerals described in 
the 2010 Final EIS included 7,387 acres of the current ROW application area, and that 
description is incorporated by reference in this Supplemental EIS. A summary of the Affected 
Environment description from the 2010 Final EIS is presented below, with updates as relevant 
for the additional 5,571 acres included in the current ROW application area.  

Locatable mineral resources available within the 7,387 acres of ROW application area analyzed 
in the 2010 Final EIS were identified by compiling data from BLM’s GeoCommunicator records 
system (BLM 2010) and the BLM’s Legacy Rehost 2000 (LR2000) database (BLM 2012). Four 
mining claims were active in the past (D&M #7, D&M #10, James #23, and Copper Hill #9), but 
these were closed between 1989 and 2008 (BLM 2012). There are also four active mining claims 
(NMC1022853 - NMC1022856) that have been filed on land within the previously analyzed 
ROW application area. On August 9, 2011, an “Affidavit and Notice of Intent to Hold Mining 
Claims” was filed for these claims with the Clark County Recorder, and maintenance fees for 
2012 were paid to BLM on August 10, 2011. The expanded ROW area associated with the 
proposed Project would also encompass two additional active claims to the east of Jean Dry 
Lake, NMC697732 and NMC695988. 

A Notice of Segregation related to the proposed project was published in the Federal Register on 
September 1, 2011, serves to segregate the identified lands from appropriation under the public 
land laws, including location under the Mining Law, but not the Mineral Leasing Act or the 
Materials Act, subject to valid existing rights. To be valid, a mining claim must contain, within 
its boundaries, a “valuable mineral deposit.” Thirty-eight other claims were mined in the past in 
the lands surrounding the ROW application area; however, all were closed by the late 1980s. 
There are no oil or gas producers or seeps within 5 miles of the 12,958-acre ROW application 
area. 

The nearest active mining operation is the sand and gravel quarry in South Jean Community Pit 
to the north of the ROW application area (Nevada Bureau of Mines and Geology 2010). The 
historic mining district of Sunset lies to the southeast of the ROW application area, and 
historically produced small quantities of silver and gold. It is not actively mined at present.  

3.18 FUELS AND FIRE MANAGEMENT 
Information related to fuels and fire management in the regional area is described in Section 
3.18, in the 2010 Final EIS. The ROI for fuels and fire management in the 2010 Final EIS 
included the Tortoise-Moderate Density Fire Management Unit (FMU) and the Goodsprings-
Primm FMU. Major topographical features within the Tortoise-Moderate Density FMU include 
California Wash, Eldorado Mountains, Hiko Wash, Ivanpah Valley, Morman Mesa, Muddy 
Mountains, New York Mountains, Newberry Mountains, and the Pahrump Valley. The 
Goodsprings-Primm FMU is a discontinuous area that includes the rural towns of Goodsprings, 
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Primm, Sandy Valley, Jean, and the Jean Lake disposal area, as well as five regional public land 
disposal areas. The same ROI applies to the Project analyzed in this Supplemental EIS. 

Primm is classified as a “Low Fire Hazard” area due to its low wildfire ignition risk potential, 
sparse vegetation, and sufficient defensible space. Fifteen minor fire incidents have occurred 
within a 5-mile radius of Primm between 1982 and 2006, ranging from 0.1 to 0.5 acres in size. 
While most fires have been small in this area, during the 2005 fire season over 900,000 acres 
burned in wildland fires in southern Nevada, including the 2005 Devil’s Peak Fire, about 10 
miles northwest of Primm which burned approximately 568 acres and the 2005 Goodsprings 
Fire, about 16 miles northwest of Primm which burned approximately 33,569 acres. The closest 
resources to respond to a wildland fire threatening the community would come from Clark 
County Fire Department Station 78 in Goodsprings, approximately 30 miles to the north. 
Coordinated wildland fire response resources can be requested through the Las Vegas 
Interagency Communication Center, or LVICC. The BLM will respond to wildland fires on 
BLM lands. Wildland fire response resources are available from the BLM, US Forest Service, 
National Park Service, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Nevada Division of Forestry 

Current fuel and fire management direction for the Tortoise-Moderate Density FMU and the 
Goodsprings-Primm FMU is given in the BLM Southern Nevada District Office’s (SNDO) Fire 
Management Plan for the Southern Nevada Planning Unit. Wildland fire is managed utilizing the 
full range of fire management activities including fire suppression, prescribed fire or other fire 
control measures, as deemed appropriate by the Las Vegas Resource Area and SNDO fire 
management. A Fuels Management Plan was prepared for Silver State North, and that plan 
contains measures generally applicable to reducing risk of fire ignition and spread in relation to a 
solar development.  
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CHAPTER 4 – ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter provides a description of the effects on the environment that could occur from the 
No Action alternative or construction, operation, and ultimate decommissioning of the Project or 
other action alternative and amending the Las Vegas Field Office (LVFO) Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). Information about the existing condition of the environment provided 
in Chapter 3 was used as a baseline from which to measure and identify potential impacts 
resulting from the Project and the potential RMP amendments.  

This chapter begins with a summary of the terms and methods used for the impact assessment 
and general mitigation. Subsequent sections for each resource describe the impacts that could 
result from each alternative. 

Types of Impacts to be Addressed 
Impacts are defined as modifications to the existing environment brought about by implementing 
an alternative. Impacts can be beneficial or adverse, result from the action directly or indirectly, 
and can be long-term, short-term, temporary, or cumulative in nature. The analysis in this chapter 
provides a quantitative or qualitative comparison (dependent on available data and nature of the 
impact) between alternative impacts and establishes the severity of those impacts in the context 
of the existing environment. The discussion of each resource includes sections for specifically 
required disclosures under NEPA, including the disclosure of residual impacts, irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of resources, and the impact of the Project's short-term resource use on 
the long-term productivity of the Project area. These required disclosures are explained in the 
section below. 

Direct impacts are attributable to implementation of an alternative that affects a specific 
resource, and generally occur at the same time and place.  

Indirect impacts can result from one resource affecting another (e.g., soil erosion and 
sedimentation affecting water quality) or can occur later in time or removed in location, but can 
be reasonably expected to occur.  

Long-term impacts are those that would remain for the life of the Project. For the analysis 
contained in this EIS, long-term impacts are those lasting beyond 5 years after the 
implementation of the alternative.  

Short-term impacts result in changes to the environment that are stabilized or mitigated rapidly 
and without long-term effects. For the analysis contained in this EIS, short-term impacts are 
those occurring within the first 5 years of alternative implementation.  

Cumulative impacts are those which result “from the incremental impact of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). 

NEPA regulations, 40 CFR 1502.16, require a discussion of irreversible or irretrievable 
commitments of resources which would be involved with the Project. A resource commitment is 
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considered irreversible when impacts from its use would limit future use options and the change 
cannot be reversed, reclaimed, or repaired. A resource commitment is considered irretrievable 
when the use or consumption of the resource is neither renewable nor recoverable for use by 
future generations until reclamation is successfully applied.  

Mitigation and Residual Impacts 
The mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 consist of potential additional mitigation not 
included as Applicant Proposed Mitigation (APM) under any of the alternatives (including 
measures outside the jurisdiction of the lead or cooperating agency) that could be implemented to 
address impacts that would result from Project implementation. The residual impacts section 
addresses impacts that cannot be avoided by the application of mitigation measures. This section, 
therefore, discloses the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures for each resource, and 
helps the decision maker identify those mitigation measures to be included in the Record of 
Decision (ROD). 

4.1 AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE 
The climate and existing air quality of the region and the Silver State Solar Energy Project study 
area are fully described in Section 3.1 Air Quality and Climate in the 2010 Final EIS and 
summarized in Section 3.1 in this document. The cumulative effects study area (CESA) for air 
quality and climate change is described in Section 4.19 in this Supplemental EIS. 

4.1.1 Indicators 
The Proposed Action would affect air quality if it would: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan; 
• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation; 
• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

Project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors); or 
• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts from the Proposed Action would affect the environment if they 
would: 

• Help or hinder attainment of the State’s goals of reducing GHG emissions (Nevada Climate 
Change Advisory Committee [NCCAC] 2008); 

• Increase the consumption of energy resources, especially fossil fuels; 
• Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 

the environment; or 
• Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 

of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 
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4.1.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
Construction and operation of the proposed Project would have direct and indirect impacts on air 
quality and climate.  

4.1.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative A, there would be no construction or operational emissions from the proposed 
Project, the ROW application area would not be disturbed, and the BLM would not amend the 
RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area consistent with 
the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no RMP amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
air quality and climate from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, 
other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those 
projects may have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.1.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Construction of the proposed Project would take approximately three years to complete and 
would generate emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter 
of 10 micrometers or less (PM10), and particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 
2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). Ozone (O3) is not emitted directly from emission sources, but is 
created in the atmosphere via a chemical reaction between NOx and VOCs in the presence of 
sunlight; these compounds are referred to as ozone precursors. Table 4.1-1 below presents 
estimates of total emissions during construction, both as a yearly average as well as total 
emissions from all construction activities. Conservatively high emissions rates were used in 
calculating these values, so actual emissions can be reasonably expected to be lower than the 
emissions listed in Table 4.1-1. 

Construction emissions under Alternative B would be greater than for the Alternative 2 analyzed 
in the 2010 Final EIS because the total area of ground disturbance would increase from 2,967 
acres to 3,855 acres. Operational and decommissioning emissions would not change for the 
proposed Project from those analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. The same removal activities would 
be conducted during decommissioning despite the difference in footprint areas. Tables showing 
emissions for operation and decommissioning can be found in the 2010 Final EIS in Section 4.1 
Air Quality and Climate Impacts: Table 4.1-2 Summary of Yearly Operational Emissions 
Estimates and Table 4.1-3 Summary of Decommissioning Emissions Estimates. 
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Table 4.1-1. Construction Emissions Estimates 

Year 

Emissions (tons) GHG Total Emissions 
(metric tons) 

VOCs CO NOx SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2  CH4 CO2e 

2014 3.3 23 25 0.36 82 11 4,837 0.09 4,840 

2015 6.4 48 50 0.72 163 22 9,675 0.18 9,679 

2016 6.4 48 50 0.72 163 22 9,675 0.18 9,679 

Project 
Total 22 162 160 2.3 542 73 31,990 0.66 32,004 

Note: Emissions were adjusted for new acreages of disturbance from emission values found in the 2010 Final EIS. Emissions 
from CY 2013 were removed since the first phase of the project (Silver State North) was completed following the ROD. 
Assumptions: overall equipment and vehicle usage (and associated emissions) for construction work were divided into the 
calendar years as follows: 20% for Year 2014; 40% for Year 2015; and 40% for Year 2016. Assumed 3,855 acres affected by 
project. 

 

Effect AQ-1: Short-term effects on air quality conditions resulting from construction and 
decommissioning. 

Exhaust and fugitive dust emissions generated from construction equipment and vehicles would 
increase ambient concentrations of air pollutants. However, these emissions are not expected to 
contribute to regional exceedances of criteria air pollutant National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for which the areas have been designated as nonattainment. Emissions from 
both construction and decommissioning would be less than significant.  

The construction phase of the proposed Project would temporarily generate fugitive dust from 
grading and other construction activities. To comply with Clark County dust control 
requirements, the Applicant would use water to control dust. Currently, only water is approved 
for dust control within potential threatened and endangered (T&E) species habitat. Areas of 
higher erosion or poor soils, outside of desert tortoise habitat, may require application of a 
palliative dust reducing agent. Any application of palliative or other dust reducing agent other 
than water must first be approved by BLM. 

Disturbance of the site (e.g., grading or removal of vegetation) for the Project could have impacts 
through dust generation after the site is decommissioned. To ensure that decommissioning the 
facility would not have an adverse effect, a Facility Decommissioning Plan would be developed 
and approved by the BLM at least six months prior to commencement of site closure activities. 
The Plan would address future land use plans, impacts and mitigation associated with closure 
activities, the schedule of closure activities, equipment to remain on the site, and conformance of 
the plan with applicable regulatory requirements and resource plans. The Facility 
Decommissioning Plan would be consistent with requirements and goals set forth in the Site 
Restoration Plan. The extent of site closure activities would be determined at the time of the 
closure, in accordance with the Facility Decommissioning Plan. Potential closure activities could 
include re-grading and restoration of original site contours and re-vegetation of areas disturbed 
by closure activities in accordance with the Site Restoration Plan. 
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Effect AQ-2: Long-term adverse effects on air quality conditions resulting from operations. 

Ongoing emissions associated with operation of the proposed Project would include exhaust 
from the emergency fire pump, mobile combustion emissions from worker commutes and 
delivery trips, and limited fugitive dust from inspection and maintenance vehicles traveling on 
unpaved roads. 

Long-term, ongoing emissions associated with operation of the proposed facility would be 
relatively minor. There would be no large combustion sources on the site. Fugitive dust 
emissions would continue from O&M vehicles traveling on the gravel roads. During project 
operation, dust management needs would be minimal, as fugitive dust-generating activities such 
as vehicle traffic are limited. Vehicular traffic during operations is primarily related to periodic 
inspections of equipment. Further, due to the solar panels’ fixed orientation and placement low to 
the ground, the panels themselves would shield the ground from prevailing winds. The surface 
soils would be less disturbed by windy conditions than if the panels were not present. 

The estimated yearly emissions totals for O3 precursors (NOX and VOCs) associated with 
ongoing Project operation would be less than the de minimis thresholds as specified under the 
federal General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93); thus, Project operation-related emissions are 
assumed to conform to the SIP and the regional air quality plans. 

Effect AQ-3: Potential net benefits to regional air quality. 

Although not quantified due to the speculative nature of emissions benefits, long-term generation 
of renewable electricity through solar power could have long-term air quality benefits as part of 
regional and national goals to replace other forms of electricity production that may have much 
higher levels of air pollutant and GHG emissions. 

Effect AQ-4: Beneficial effects on GHG emissions. 

The CEQ issued draft guidance on February 18th, 2010, which states that “if a Proposed Action 
would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-
equivalent (CO2e) GHG emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an indicator 
that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision makers and the 
public” (CEQ 2010). CEQ does not propose this as an indicator of a threshold of significant 
effects, but rather as an indicator of a minimum level of GHG emissions that may warrant some 
description in the appropriate NEPA analysis for agency actions involving direct emissions of 
GHGs. 

Long-term air quality benefits include potential avoidance of emissions associated with electric 
production from petroleum resources. This includes reducing the use of fossil fuels as an energy 
source, which will reduce GHG emissions as well as emissions of criteria air pollutants. 

During construction, it is estimated that annual GHG emissions would range from approximately 
3,700 to 7,400 metric tons of CO2e emitted from construction equipment and worker commute 
vehicles. Although the relative scale of these emissions would be extremely small when 
compared to state or national GHG emissions levels, the cumulative nature of other ongoing 
projects in conjunction with the Proposed Action could contribute to an increase in emissions of 
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GHGs. This impact is addressed further in the cumulative impact analysis in this document 
(Section 4.19).  

Ongoing operational emissions of GHGs are estimated at approximately 134 metric tons of CO2e 
per year, and would thus not adversely affect levels of GHG emissions or hinder federal or state 
attempts to reduce GHG emissions levels. It is estimated that decommissioning would generate 
approximately 7,600 metric tons of CO2e, and would thus not adversely affect emission levels of 
GHGs or hinder federal or state attempts to reduce GHG emissions levels. 

4.1.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Compared with Alternative B, Alternative C would require additional grading requirements for 
earth-moving and grading because the location within the alluvial fan would require additional 
large detention basins and drainage corridors. However, fewer total emissions would be 
generated through construction of Alternative C than from those listed above for Alternative B 
because the total amount of area disturbed is less than the area disturbed under Alternative B. 
Operational and decommissioning emissions of Alternative C would be the same as for 
Alternative B. The same measures used to control fugitive dust under Alternative B would also 
be used under this alternative. 

4.1.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Since site preparation would be very similar under each action alternative, impacts would be the 
same as described under Alternative B. The impacts to air quality and GHGs would be similar to 
those of Alternative B, as the changes in duration of project construction are expected to be 
relatively minor. Lower levels of fugitive emissions would be generated through construction of 
Alternative D than from those listed above for Alternative B as the area of disturbance would be 
less. Operational and decommissioning emissions of Alternative D would be the same as for 
Alternative B. The same measures used to control fugitive dust under Alternative B would also 
be used under this alternative. The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not be 
expected to substantially affect air quality within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. 
Management prescriptions that are proposed for the ACEC for development, recreation and other 
activities that generate emissions (refer to Table 2-2) would generally be similar or more 
restrictive when compared to existing management in this area. 

4.1.3 Mitigation Measures 
The same Applicant Proposed Measure described in the 2010 Final EIS, APM-3, would be 
implemented for the proposed Project. A detailed description of Applicant Proposed Measures 
can be found in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2. 
No further mitigation measures would be required.  

APM-3: Air/Dust Control.  
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4.1.4 Residual Effects 
Residual effects for the proposed Project are consistent with residual effects for the Silver State 
Solar Energy Project. Construction and decommissioning of the proposed Project are anticipated 
to have temporary impacts that will be mitigated below significance using APM-3. Operations 
and maintenance would produce long-term beneficial effects that would result from the proposed 
Project’s new source or renewable energy; therefore, the residual impact on air quality would be 
beneficial. 

4.2 NOISE 
The ambient noise and vibrations in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study 
area are fully described in Section 3.2 Noise in the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in Section 3.2 
in this document. The CESA for noise is described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts in this 
document. Noise generated by the proposed Project would consist of temporary construction 
noise and long-term operational noise. 

4.2.1 Indicators 
The Proposed Action would affect ambient noise and vibration levels if it would: 

• Result in the generation of noise levels or exposure of persons and sensitive species to noise 
levels in excess of standards established in applicable federal, state, and local general plans 
or noise ordinances at nearby noise-sensitive areas; or 

• Result in generation of, or exposure of persons to, groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels in excess of 75 vibration decibels (VdB) (generally considered intrusive for 
residential uses) unless allowed by federal, state, or local codes or ordinances. 

4.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
All effects discussed in this section are direct. No indirect effects were identified for this 
resource. 

4.2.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative A, there would be no construction or operational activities from the proposed 
Project, the ROW application area would not be disturbed, and the BLM would not amend the 
RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area consistent with 
the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no RMP amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
noise from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, other renewable 
energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those projects would 
have similar impacts in other locations. 

October 2012 4-7 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 4 

4.2.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

The primary indicator of noise levels is the A-weighted average noise level measured in decibels 
(Leq). The one-hour average noise level (dBA Leq [1-hour]) is often used to characterize ongoing 
operations or long-term effects. The maximum dBA level (dBA Lmax) is used to document the 
highest intensity, short-term noise level. Another commonly used measure of noise effects is Ldn. 
The Ldn value matches the Leq value for noise generated from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. but 
accounts for increased public sensitivity to noise at night. 

Clark County does not have regulations quantitatively limiting noise generation or effects from 
the Proposed Action during the construction phase. Clark County has regulations regarding noise 
generation from operations, as discussed in the 2010 Final EIS Section 4.1.2.2, Noise-Local. 

Effect NOI-1: Short-term, increase in ambient noise and vibration levels as a result of 
construction activities. 

The construction phase of the proposed Project is expected to last 36 months, spanning a period 
from the fourth quarter of 2013 to the fourth quarter of 2016. During peak construction activity, 
230 to 400 workers would be needed. Across the entire construction phase, the average 
workforce is expected to number approximately 230 workers. 

Equipment Noise: Table 4.2-1 in the 2010 Final EIS shows noise levels of construction 
equipment that would be used for the proposed Project. Noise levels at various distances for 
equipment that will be used for the construction of the proposed Project can be found in Table 
4.2-2 in the 2010 Final EIS. Based on these noise levels and the distance to sensitive receptors, 
noise from construction equipment would not be audible to any sensitive receptors, including 
residences in Primm. A full discussion of equipment noise and sensitive receptors can be found 
in the 2010 Final EIS. Implementation of MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-6 would further reduce 
noise impacts during the construction phases (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and 
Mitigation Measures Table 2-3.). 

Transmission Lines, Corona Noise and Substations: Corona noise is a low-level buzz generated 
from the high voltage power and would only be audible in the immediate vicinity of the 
transmission lines when other noise sources are not present. None of the proposed transmission 
lines associated with the proposed Project would pass near inhabited areas, and corona noise 
would thus not be audible to sensitive receptors. Construction noise would be mainly from 
construction equipment and would not be discernable above background noise. The South 
substation is approximately 3 miles northeast of Primm with no sensitive receptors nearby. 

Effect NOI-2: Long-term increase in ambient noise levels as a result of operational noise.  

Long-term increases in ambient noise would be incremental and negligible, and would be 
generated by employee commuting, panel washing (twice per year), maintenance vehicles, and 
operational noise from electrical equipment. A full discussion can be found in Section 4.2 Noise 
in the 2010 Final EIS. 

Operation and maintenance activities associated with the transmission line, substations, 
transformers and the solar arrays would typically result in noise levels below those associated 
with construction-related activities, and are anticipated to involve fewer pieces of heavy 
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equipment, occur less frequently, and be of shorter duration than construction activities. 
Operational noise will be generated from electrical equipment (corona noise) and maintenance 
activities are primarily inspection-related (for example, annual inspection of the transmission line 
from vehicles). Implementation of MM NOI-7 would further reduce noise impacts during the 
operation and maintenance phase of the proposed Project (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed 
Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-3). 

4.2.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Alternative C would be constructed and operated similar to Alternative B. The footprint of 
Alternative C is shifted south and broken up by drainage berms in comparison to Alternative B, 
but construction techniques would be largely the same. Development activities would remain no 
closer than one mile from any potential sensitive receptors such as the residential uses in Primm. 
The same mitigation measures from Alternative B would be implemented for Alternative C. 

4.2.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout  

Alternative D would be constructed and operated similar to Alternative B (the Proposed Action). 
Alternative D includes access through a historically-used recreation route. The footprint is 
shifted west and consolidated into more contiguous blocks of development as compared to the 
Alternative B. Development activities would remain no closer than one mile from any potential 
sensitive receptors such as the residential uses in Primm. The same mitigation measures from 
Alternative B would be implemented for Alternative D. The designation of the ACEC under 
Alternative D would not be expected to substantially affect noise within the 40,180-acre area 
under consideration. Management prescriptions proposed for the ACEC for development, 
recreation and other activities that generate noise and vibration (refer to Table 2-2) would 
generally be similar or more restrictive when compared to existing management in this area. 
Therefore, the ACEC designation would have either no impacts or beneficial impacts to noise.  

4.2.3 Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed Project are the same as those described in the 
Silver State Solar Energy Project analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. A detailed description of 
mitigation measures can be found in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation 
Measures, Table 2-2 and Table 2-3. 

MM NOI-1: Conduct Construction Activities during Daytime Hours.  

MM NOI-2: Turn off Idling Equipment.  

MM NOI-3: Notify Adjacent Residences.  

MM NOI-4: Install Acoustic Barriers.  

MM NOI-5: Proper maintenance and working order of equipment and vehicles. 

MM NOI-6: Construction Equipment Muffled.  
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MM NOI-7: Ensure proper installation of transformer equipment. 

4.2.4 Residual Effects 
Construction and decommissioning of the proposed Project are anticipated to have temporary 
impacts that will end as soon as the construction and decommissioning processes are complete. 
Operations and maintenance would produce low levels of long-term noise that would not be 
audible from nearby receptors; therefore, there are no residual impacts anticipated. 

4.3 GEOLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY, AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 
The geology, topography and geologic hazards of the regional area and the Silver State Solar 
Project study area are fully described in Section 3.3 Geology, Topography, and Geologic 
Hazards in the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in Section 3.3 in this document. The CESA for 
geology, topography, and geologic hazards is described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts in 
this document. 

4.3.1 Indicators 
The Proposed Action would affect geologic resources or be affected by geologic hazards if it 
would: 

• Be located on a geologic unit that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of the 
Proposed Action and result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse; 

• Result in physical alteration of or damage to geologic features; or 
• Present a significant threat to public safety due to damage to project components by geologic 

hazards. 

4.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
All effects discussed in this section are direct. No indirect effects were identified for this 
resource. There will be no effects to geology or topography from the proposed Project, no 
increase in the geologic instability of the area, and no increase in the risk of on- or off-site 
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. There are no unique geologic 
features at the site and all proposed Project structures would have to comply with applicable 
earthquake building codes.  

4.3.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative A, there would be no construction or operational activities from the proposed 
Project, the ROW application area would not be disturbed, and the BLM would not amend the 
RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area consistent with 
the existing RMP. 
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Because there would be no RMP amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
geology, topography, and geologic hazards from the proposed Project would occur. In the 
absence of this project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and 
federal mandates and those projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.3.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Effect GEO-1: Geologic units would become unstable and would result in on- or off-site 
landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. 

Although the site is located on an alluvial fan where sediments have the potential for movement 
during large precipitation events, the proposed Project would be constructed to minimize that 
potential movement by creating dikes, channels and detention basins to properly channel on-site 
drainage and capture much of the volume from a storm event. Void spaces would not be created 
and all excavations associated with the proposed Project would be filled with soil or foundation 
material. Therefore, it is not likely that the geologic unit would become unstable as a result of the 
proposed Project. 

Effect GEO-2: Physical alteration of or damage to geological features. 

To provide water for construction and operation of the proposed Project, two on-site wells would 
be drilled to a depth of approximately 600 feet using a truck-mounted drilling rig (see Section 
2.6.2 Construction Tasks in the 2010 Final EIS for a discussion of drilling techniques). Any 
effects on subsurface geologic features resulting from drilling would be localized to the drilling 
sites. No unique geologic features were identified at the site; therefore, no effect on a unique 
geologic feature would occur. 

Effect GEO-3: Project components damaged by geologic hazards pose a threat to public safety. 

A description of the earthquake hazard for the Project area can be found in Section 4.3 Geology, 
Topography, and Geologic Hazards Impacts and Section 3.3.3 Seismicity in the 2010 Final EIS. 
All buildings would be built in compliance with earthquake building codes so damage to 
structural components of the proposed Project would be minimal and confined to the site. The 
site would be fenced and in a remote area so members of the public would not be exposed to 
potential earthquake damage at the facility; however, workers and wildlife could be exposed to 
earthquake damage at the facility. Mitigation measure MM GEO-1 and MM GEO-2 (Section 
2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 and Table 2-3) would 
reduce and address any damage from a geologic hazard, such that impacts would be short-term 
and localized.  

4.3.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Impacts from Alternative C are similar to those from Alternative B. The location of the site is 
altered slightly from Alternative B, but still within the alluvial fan described for Alternative B. 
Alternative C also makes an increased use of natural drainages. No construction or operational 
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activity would alter the character of the underlying alluvial fan to make it less stable. The same 
mitigation measures, MM GEO-1 and MM GEO-2 would be implemented for Alternative C 
(Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). 

4.3.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts from Alternative D are similar to those from Alternative B. The location of the site is 
altered slightly from Alternative B, but still within the alluvial fan described for Alternative B. 
Alternative D is more engineered than Alternative B and C reducing the chances that a large 
precipitation event or heavy run-off would affect the alluvial fan geology and lead to a mass 
movement. No construction or operational activity would alter the character of the underlying 
alluvial fan to make it less stable. The same mitigation measures, MM GEO-1 and MM GEO-2 
would be implemented for Alternative D (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and 
Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). The designation of the ACEC under Alternative 
D would not substantially affect geology, topography or geological hazards within the 40,180-
acre area under consideration. Management prescriptions proposed for the ACEC for 
development, recreation and other activities that would potentially impact these resources (refer 
to Table 2-2) would generally be similar or more restrictive when compared to existing 
management in this area. Therefore, the ACEC designation and related management 
prescriptions would have either no impacts or beneficial impacts to geology, topography or 
geological hazards.  

4.3.3 Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed Project are the same as those described in the 
2010 Final EIS. A detailed description of mitigation measures can be found in Section 2.7 
Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 and Table 2-3. 

MM GEO-1: Inspections After Geologic Events.  

MM GEO-2: Applicant’s Insurance Coverage.  

4.3.4 Residual Effects 
Given that there would be no direct or indirect impacts to geology, topography, or geologic 
hazards, there would be no residual impacts from the proposed Project. Under all alternatives it 
is highly unlikely that the geologic unit would become unstable as a result of the proposed 
Project. 

4.4 SOIL RESOURCES 
The soil resources of the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study area are fully 
described in Section 3.4 Soils in the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in Section 3.4 in this 
document. The CESA for geology, topography, and geologic hazards is described in Section 4.19 
Cumulative Impacts in this document. 
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4.4.1 Indicators 
The Proposed Action would affect soil resources if it would: 

• Increase erosion rates; 
• Reduce soil productivity by compaction or soil mixing to a level that would prevent 

successful rehabilitation and eventual reestablishment of vegetative cover to the 
recommended or preconstruction composition and density; or 

• Increase exposure of human or ecological receptors to potentially hazardous levels of 
chemicals or explosives due to the disturbance of contaminated soils or to the discharge or 
disposal of hazardous materials into soils. 

4.4.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
All effects discussed in this section are direct. No indirect effects were identified for this 
resource area.   

4.4.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative A, there would be no construction or operational activities from the proposed 
Project, the ROW application area would not be disturbed, and the BLM would not amend the 
RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area consistent with 
the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no RMP amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
soil resources from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, other 
renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those 
projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.4.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

The implementation of Alternative B could result in several effects on soils. Effects are detailed 
below. 

Effect SOIL-1: Increase in soil erosion rates. 

Construction of Alternative B would occur on 3,855 acres over three years (proposed 2013 to 
2016). Land would be disturbed through clearing and grading, as well as construction of 
impermeable surfaces in several locations within the Project site. Soils within the proposed 
Project area have the same Wind Erodibility classification of 8 (“erosion not a problem”) as 
described in the 2010 Final EIS.  

Removal of the vegetation and soil crusts during construction would expose soil and increase the 
potential for wind- and water-driven erosion. The proposed Project site is relatively flat, but the 
area has the potential for high winds and infrequent strong rains which could lead to increased 
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erosion. The use of vehicles and equipment on these disturbed areas would further increase the 
potential for both wind- and water-driven erosion. To reduce the potential for water-driven 
erosion, erosion control and storm water flow systems have been designed with storm water flow 
corridors reinforced with dikes and storm water detention basins located to the east and south of 
the solar arrays. As part of this system, the proposed Project site would be drained through the 
dike reinforced natural drainage channel or collected in the detention basins (Figure 2-1). The 
remaining storm water flow will to pass through the site naturally.  

Construction of the erosion control system would reduce water erosion susceptibility of the 
proposed Project site and down gradient parcels. Incorporation of BMPs would further minimize 
soil erosion (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2), 
however, localized loss of topsoil from wind and water erosion would still be expected. 

Effect SOIL-2: Reduce soil productivity. 

The soft alluvial soils that compose the proposed Project site provide habitat to desert vegetation. 
These soils would be lost when the proposed Project site is cleared and graded. The remaining 
lower quality soil would be less productive and support fewer organisms. Impacts to local flora 
are discussed in the Section 4.7, Biological Resources in this document. To reduce effects on soil 
production, the Applicant proposes to salvage the top 4 inches of native soil where flood control 
features are built. After construction of the flood control features, salvaged soil would be re-used 
to preserve sensitive soils and seed banks. Salvaged soil would be held onsite until it is used for 
restoration. 

Effect SOIL-3: Increase exposure of contaminated soils. 

The proposed Project site is not documented as containing any contaminated or hazardous soils 
(Nevada Division of Environmental Protection [NDEP] 2012 United States Environmental 
Protection Agency [USEPA] 2012). Soil imported for construction purposes would be subject to 
mitigation measure MM SOILS-1 (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation 
Measures, Table 2-3). 

Effect SOILS-4: Effects on biological soil crusts. 

The 2010 Final EIS for the Silver State Solar Energy Project did not identify an impact to 
biological soil crusts from the proposed development. However, site inspections conducted 
during preparation of the Supplemental EIS indicate that these soil crusts are present throughout 
the ROW application area and proposed project footprint, and would be disturbed by grading and 
construction activity.  

Any adverse effects on biological soil crusts could adversely impact the desert ecosystem, as this 
soil type increases overall soil stability, fixes atmospheric nitrogen, increases water availability 
(for plant use), and aids seeding and germination of desert plants. Preliminary studies also 
suggest that the algae and lichens found in biological soil crusts, along with the vegetation that 
they help support, are sequestering as much CO2e as temperate forests (Wohlfahrt et al. 2008). 

Based on informal site visits taken during preparation of this Supplemental EIS, biological soil 
crusts are present within the proposed Project area. Construction of the proposed Project would 
therefore disturb and remove as much as 3,855 acres of biological crusts through site preparation, 
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grading, and construction. These activities would result in a total loss of the organisms within the 
soil crusts and ecosystem functions provided by biological soil crusts. APMs to remove and 
stockpile biological soil crusts and restore biological soil crusts during Project decommissioning 
would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

4.4.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

The project footprint for Alternative C is located in a more southern orientation within the ROW 
application area, and would be built entirely within the ROW application area previously 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. Alternative C would produce similar effects on soils as described 
for Alternative B. The flood control system for this alternative would drain the project site by 
sheet flow to on- and off-site drainages. The drainage plan would include the use of constructed 
berms and existing natural washes within the footprint of the solar array (Figure 2-3). The same 
mitigation measures and BMPs described for Alternative B related to soil erosion, productivity 
and contamination would be implemented for Alternative C. 

4.4.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Alternative D would have impacts on soil resources similar to those in Alternative B. Alternative 
D uses drainage channels along the east and south borders of the Project site to divert runoff 
around the solar arrays (Figure 2-4). Detention basins are also included in the storm water flow 
system to reduce the amount of runoff impacting the site. Diverting storm water flow around the 
solar array would have a similar effect on reducing water-driven erosion as the drainage system 
described for Alternative B. The same mitigation measures and BMPs described for Alternative 
B related to soil erosion, productivity and contamination would be implemented for Alternative 
D. The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect soil 
resources within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Management prescriptions proposed 
for the ACEC for development, recreation and other activities that would potentially impact 
these resources (refer to Table 2-2) would generally be similar or more restrictive when 
compared to existing management in this area. Therefore, the ACEC designation and related 
management prescriptions would have either no impacts or beneficial impacts to soil resources.  

4.4.3 Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures applicable to the proposed Project are the same as those described in the 
Silver State Solar Energy Project analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. A detailed description of 
mitigation measures can be found in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation 
Measures, Table 2-3. 

MM SOILS-1: Ensure soils are free from contaminants. 

MM SOILS-2: Ensure soils are of the same soils type. 
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4.4.4 Residual Effects 
Under all action alternatives, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed 
Project would increase the potential for localized flooding and downgrade soil loss through wind 
and water erosion. Although the Applicant has designed an extensive water erosion control 
system and committed to a series of BMPs, localized soil erosion can be expected. These 
residual impacts would be most prevalent on dry, windy days, when wind erosion underneath the 
panels would be greatest, and during flash flood events larger than the 100-year flood, when 
water volume may exceed the capacity of the flood control system. Loss of biological soil crusts 
will have a residual effect of decreased soil stability, nitrogen fixing, and water availability. 
Recovery of these crusts can take from 50 to 250 years (Belnap 1993).  

4.5 WATER RESOURCES/HYDROLOGY 
Water resources in the regional area and the previously analyzed ROW application area are fully 
described in Section 3.5 Groundwater Resources in the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in 
Section 3.5 in this document. The water resources and hydrologic features related to the current 
ROW application area are also described in Section 3.5 in this Supplemental EIS. The CESA for 
water resources is described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts in this document.  

4.5.1 Indicators 
The Proposed Action would affect water/hydrology resources if it would: 

• Decrease groundwater supply or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge; 
• Degrade the quality of groundwater such that it is no longer suitable for its intended use; 
• Degrade the quality of surface water by increasing erosion, increasing sedimentation, or 

introducing contaminated waters; or 
• Increase the potential for flood hazards. 

4.5.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
Effects to water resources would occur through groundwater drawdown; however, this would 
only be a concern through peak water usage for dust suppression. Water would be supplied by 
on-site wells under a long-term contract from the Las Vegas Valley Water District (LVVWD). 
Consumption of groundwater for the proposed Project would be more than offset by treatment 
and infiltration of wastewater under the existing agreement with LVVWD. 

The proposed Project includes changes in the ROW application area, which now encompasses 
additional hydrologic features that were not analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. Further, the 
proposed Project is now designed such that drainage through the site does not cross State lines. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) issued a determination that a Section 404 Permit 
was required for construction of the Silver State Solar Energy Project as analyzed in the 2010 
Final EIS. Informal consultation with the USACE was conducted for the proposed Project and it 
was determined that the changes in design result in the proposed Project having no effect to 
Waters of the U.S. so a Section 404 Permit is not required.  
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4.5.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative A, there would be no construction or operational activities from the proposed 
Project, the ROW application area would not be disturbed, and the BLM would not amend the 
RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area consistent with 
the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no RMP amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
water resources or hydrology from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this 
project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates 
and those projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.5.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Effect WAT-1: Construction or operation of the proposed Project would decrease groundwater 
supply or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. 

Impacts to water resources from construction and operation of the proposed Project are 
summarized in this section. An expanded discussion of water needs and storage of the proposed 
Project, and the contract regulating use and re-charge conditions, can be found in Section 2.6 
Proposed Project Construction in the 2010 Final EIS. A discussion of groundwater rights, 
flooding, use and discharge, quality, and jurisdictional waters can be found in Section 3.5 Water 
Resources/Hydrology in the 2010 Final EIS. 

The potential impacts of the Silver State Solar Energy Project’s proposed water withdrawal on 
area wells was evaluated for the 2010 Final EIS in the First Solar Silver State Groundwater 
Availability Study (August 9, 2010). The study used the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
computer model WTAQ to simulate drawdown conditions for an 8-inch-casing diameter well for 
two alternative well designs, a 600-foot deep well and an 800-foot deep well, which represent the 
estimated range in well depths and screen lengths that would be necessary to meet the demands 
of the Project. The analysis modeled a predicted 200 acre-foot-per-annum (AFA) demand for the 
Project's four-year construction period, followed by 20 AFA for Project operations. After the 
four years of construction pumping, the predicted drawdown in the 600-foot-deep well is 
approximately 106 feet; the drawdown in the 800-foot-deep well is about 43 feet. For both well 
depths, the model predicted a 0.01-foot drawdown 3 miles from the wells following project 
construction. After 50 years of construction and operations of the Project, the estimated 
drawdown is 11 feet for the 600-foot well and 4.6 feet for the 800-foot well; the drawdown at 3 
miles from each well is still less than a foot. If the LVVWD feels that the proposed Project is 
compromising its ability to provide service for its customers, the Applicant has agreed to 
participate in a groundwater re-charge program where the aquifer would be recharged at a rate of 
270 acre feet per annum for the continued life of the Project. More details regarding the recharge 
can be found in Section 2.6 Proposed Project Construction. Based on the drawdown study and 
the recharge agreement, the proposed Project is not expected to have a significant impact on 
groundwater supply or groundwater recharge. 
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Effect WAT-2: Construction and operation of the proposed Project would degrade the quality of 
groundwater in such a way that it is no longer suitable for its intended use. 

Spills of chemicals and petroleum products that could contaminate groundwater are possible 
during construction, operation and decommissioning of the proposed Project. Section 4.5 Water 
Resources/Hydrology Impacts and Section 3.14 Human Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials 
in the 2010 Final EIS detail where and what kind of spills could happen. 

An emergency response plan would be developed to address emergencies including leaks and 
spills during construction. A Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan would 
be developed and observed to protect the environment from petroleum product spills during 
operation. Successful implementation of the emergency response and SPCC plans would 
minimize the potential for a spill and detail the measures to cleanup any spills that occur. 
Additionally, the depth of groundwater, at more than 100 feet below the ground surface, serves 
as an added protection from contamination caused by infiltration of a surface spill. 

Other sources of liquid waste with the potential for contamination would come from sanitary 
waste and flushing and cleaning of pipes. Construction-phase sanitary waste would be removed 
by a contracted sanitary service. A septic tank and drain field system would be constructed near 
the O&M building to accommodate operation phase sanitary waste. The septic system would be 
constructed and maintained in accordance with Southern Nevada Health District’s Small 
Commercial Septic System Permit. Adherence to this permit would prevent impacts to 
groundwater quality from the septic system. Mitigation measure MM WATER-1 would be 
implemented to reduce impacts (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation 
Measures, Table 2-3). 

Effect WATER-3: Degrade the quality of surface waters by increasing erosion, increasing 
sedimentation, or introducing contaminated waters. 

Increased erosion and sedimentation, as well as spills of chemicals and petroleum products could 
contaminate surface water during construction, operation and decommissioning of the proposed 
Project. Section 4.5 Water Resources/Hydrology Impacts and Section 3.14 Human Health and 
Safety/Hazardous Materials in the 2010 Final EIS detail where and what kind of spills could 
happen. Section 3.5.1 Surface Water Resources describes existing surface water resources. 

Successful implementation of the emergency response and SPCC plans would minimize the 
potential for a spill and detail the measures to cleanup any spills that occur. Erosion and 
sediment control would be addressed using measures found in Section 2.6.7 Other 
Considerations for Construction of the Proposed Project in the 2010 Final EIS. These measures 
are consistent with regional BMPs and federal, state, and local regulations including the Project’s 
General Permit and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). These measures would 
control erosion and sediment transport. The design of the proposed Project would also take 
erosion and sediment transport into consideration and be engineered to minimize impacts. 
Mitigation measure MM WATER-2 would address uncertainty in the model by implementing 
an adaptive management plan (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation 
Measures, Table 2-3). 
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Erosion would be increased through the removal of vegetation and installation of panels, and 
may result in long-term changes to runoff patterns. To reduce this impact, all vegetation removed 
from the site would be mulched, tilled under, or composted to remain on the Project site to assist 
in erosion control. Installing panels would result in precipitation flowing off and concentrating at 
the lower ends of the panels, creating localized gullies that would alter surface water flow. This 
would potentially result in increased erosion throughout the solar array panel field and the 
potential for increased sedimentation both on- and off-site. There are no perennial water bodies 
within the proposed Project site, but there are drainages (dry washes and sheet floods) in the 
proposed Project site area that are characteristic of alluvial fans where surface water flows during 
and after heavy rains. Water from these drainages flows into Roach and Ivanpah Dry Lakes, 
which have water on a seasonal basis and no external drainage. While no surface water quality 
data are available for these temporary water bodies, it is expected that bed loads and suspended 
loads are quite high during significant storm events. The added sedimentation from the proposed 
Project is not anticipated to have a significant impact on the water bodies.  

Effect WATER-4: Increase the potential for flooding hazards. 

The impacts from the proposed Project on flooding hazards are consistent with impacts described 
for the Silver State Solar Energy Project analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. Modeling was used to 
inform design and location of the proposed Project. The existing site drainage was assessed using 
a hydrologic and hydraulic model (Louis Berger 2010). The results of the model were used to 
develop a site drainage plan designed to accommodate a 100-year flood flow from the Lucy Gray 
Mountains. The design would utilize detention basins designed to capture runoff and discharge it 
to locations outside of the project footprint. Another hydrologic study conducted in 2006 
depicted five flood zones, ranging from no flood risk to very high flood risk, for the Ivanpah 
Valley (House 2006). The proposed Project area and the predicted flood zones are presented as 
Figure 3.5-1. Flood zones in the proposed Project area are primarily low to none, although areas 
of moderate, high, and very high are present. 

Flash flooding can result in debris flow in desert environments. The alluvium at and surrounding 
the site could be transported during flash floods and damage on-site structures, such as solar 
panels, fencing, etc. Scour occurring at the footings of PV panels could cause PV panels to 
collapse, and be transported downstream with flood flows, resulting in damage to project 
components on and off site (Louis Berger 2010). A more detailed discussion about panel footings 
and containment of flood debris can be found in Section 4.5 Water Resources/Hydrology Impacts 
under Effect WATER-4 in the 2010 Final EIS. The flooding hazard associated with the proposed 
Project would affect on-site workers and wildlife most. Mitigation measures MM WATER-5 and 
MM WATER-6 would be implemented to reduce flooding effects (Section 2.7 Applicant-
Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-3).  

4.5.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Impacts under Alternative C would be similar to impacts described for Alternative B. Drainage 
for the site would be different; there would be four major drainages reinforced with berms that 
would transect the proposed Project site. This is the only alternative that would impact waters of 
the U.S. and require a Section 404 Permit because runoff would cross State lines. Alternative C 
would impact 9.20 acres of the 20.47 acres within the ROW application area that were 
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determined to be waters of the U.S. More information about jurisdictional waters can be found in 
Section 3.5.3 Jurisdictional Waters, Drainages, and Riparian Areas in the 2010 Final EIS. 
APM-1, APM-3 and APM-4 described in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and 
Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 would reduce impacts to jurisdictional waters, but not to a level 
of less than significant. Groundwater recharge and quality, and surface water quality would not 
be significantly impacted by the proposed Project under Alternative C. The risk of flooding 
under Alternative C would be the same as under Alternative B. The same mitigation measures 
would apply to Alternative C as are outlined for Alternative B. 

4.5.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts under Alternative D would be similar to impacts described for Alternative B. Drainage 
for the site would be different; this alternative would be the most engineered for runoff and flood 
control using detention basins. Like Alternative B, Alternative D would not impact waters of the 
U.S. or require a Section 404 Permit. Groundwater recharge and quality, and surface water 
quality would not be significantly impacted by the proposed Project under Alternative D. The 
risk of flooding under Alternative D would be the same as under Alternative B. The same 
mitigation measures would apply to Alternative D as are outlined for Alternative B. The 
designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect water resources 
within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Management prescriptions proposed for the 
ACEC for development, recreation and other activities that would potentially impact these 
resources (refer to Table 2-2) would generally be similar or more restrictive when compared to 
existing management in this area. Therefore, the ACEC designation and related management 
prescriptions would have either no impacts or beneficial impacts to water resources.  

4.5.3 Mitigation Measures 
Detailed mitigation requirements and Applicant Proposed Environmental Protection Measures 
can be found in (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 
and Table 2-3). Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM WATER-1: Groundwater Metering Plan. 

MM WATER-2: Operational phase erosion and sedimentation control measures. 

MM WATER-3: Flood risk control measures. 

MM WATER-4: Storm water monitoring and response plan. 

MM WATER-5: Drainage Crossing Design. 

APM-1: Erosion Control. 

APM-3: Air/Dust Control. 

APM-4: SWPP Plan. 
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4.5.4 Residual Effects 
Residual effects on water resources or hydrology resulting from implementation of the Proposed 
Action or alternatives include a reduction in groundwater availability for other uses in the 
LVVWD; localized increases to sedimentation and scour in site drainages; a higher volume of 
concentrated storm water due to drainage structures; a potentially higher flood hazard, 
particularly due to the risk of detention basin collapse; and potentially altered drainage patterns 
due to the prevention of uninhibited channel migration within the site. 

4.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Biological resources in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study area are fully 
described in Section 4.6 Biological Resources in the 2010 Final EIS and are summarized in 
Section 3.6 in this document. The CESA for biological resource is described in this document in 
Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts. 

4.6.1 Vegetation and Species Status Plant Species 

4.6.1.1 Methodology 

Impacts to vegetation resources were analyzed through a variety of methods including literature 
review, data provided by the Applicant, data from field studies conducted within the ROW 
application area, and discussions with resource personnel from BLM and U.S. Fish & Wildlife 
Service (USFWS).  

4.6.1.2 Indicators 

The project would impact vegetation resources if it:  

• Alters the structure, function, value, and persistence of Mojave desert scrub communities. 
• Affects plant species such that the diversity or numbers of local populations were altered by 

interference with survival, growth, or reproduction. 
• Destroys, degrades, or fragments habitat on a long-term basis. 
• Introduces and/or increases the presence of invasive plants and noxious weed species. 
• Impacts candidate or special status species populations or habitat so as to contribute to or 

result in the federal or state listing of the species. 

4.6.1.3 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area 
consistent with the existing RMP. 
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Because there would be no amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
vegetation resources from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, other 
renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those 
projects may have similar impacts in other locations. 

Alternative B –Proposed Action 

Up to 3,855 acres of mostly undeveloped desert lands would be cleared and graded to 
accommodate construction of the solar facility and ancillary facilities. During the operational life 
of the Project, minimal vegetation would exist within the facility. Permanent impacts would 
occur to areas that are paved or otherwise precluded from restoration to a pre-project state. 
Mojave Desert vegetation communities generally have a slow recovery rate, but the recovery 
potential also depends on the nature and severity of the impact. Permanent impacts to vegetation 
would occur if there is no evidence that pre-disturbance levels of biomass, cover, density, soils, 
and plant community structure could be restored within approximately 5 years. 

Effect BIO-1: Introduce or spread non-native vegetation. 

Project-related ground disturbing activities would create opportunities for the introduction and/or 
spread of non-native species. Invasive species can out-compete native species for water and 
space. Soil disturbance can also reduce the native seed bank associated with the site further 
limiting the ability of native plants to reestablish.  

Of the 3,796 acres within the perimeter fence, approximately 235 acres would be covered by 
Project facilities and would not revegetate during the life of the Project. For the remaining 3,561 
acres within the perimeter fence, the Applicant would allow vegetation to recolonize the area not 
covered by infrastructure. However, areas allowed to revegetate would be trimmed or mowed to 
a height of less than 12 inches to prevent contact with and/or shading of the solar modules. 
Therefore, during Project operation the composition of the plant community would shift to favor 
those species more tolerant of continual disturbance from mowing. This shift would likely favor 
invasive weed species because existing native plants would be less tolerant of this treatment and 
would be out-competed. 

Non-native invasive species could also be introduced to the Project site during operation and 
maintenance activities that continue to curtail native vegetation growth. This continued soil 
disturbance on the project site, as well the continued use of vehicles for maintenance activities 
such as washing of the PV panels and road maintenance, increases the potential for the spread of 
non-native species on the project site. In addition, vehicles brought to the project site from other 
areas could introduce new non-native species if they are not properly washed. Weeds would be 
controlled through the use of BLM-approved herbicides and plant removal. The use of herbicides 
could result in the inadvertent mortality to native plant species. 

Effect BIO-2: Damage or destroy special status plants. 

No federally or state-listed plant species were found during surveys of the ROW application 
area; however, two BLM sensitive species were found to be present: white-margined 
beardtongue and yellow twotone beardtongue. Alternative B does not include areas within the 
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ROW application area where the white-margined beardtongue was found, but it does include 
most of the population of yellow twotone beardtongue that were located. Mitigation measures 
would be developed through agency coordination and included in the restoration plan. Mitigation 
may include seed collection, nursery development, transplantation of individuals, and/or 
sponsorship of the plant into the Center for Plant Conservation (CPC) National Collection of 
Endangered Plants at Missouri Botanical. 

Eleven species of cactus and yucca are present within the proposed footprint of Alternative B, 
occurring at greater densities with increasing elevation. Under NRS 527.060-120, it is illegal for 
any company or individual to cut, destroy, mutilate, remove, or possess cactus and yucca, or 
portions of these plants. All cacti and yucca that are planned for removal would need to be 
approved and tagged by the BLM and their translocation coordinated. 

Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Impacts under Alternative C would be similar to those of Alternative B, except less acreage 
would be affected. Under Alternative C, up to 2,515 acres of desert vegetation would be cleared 
and graded to accommodate Project-related facilities. All other impacts to vegetation would be 
comparable to those described for Alternative B. 

Special Status Plant Species 
Alternative C would not directly impact the white-margined beardtongue or the yellow twotone 
beardtongue. The proposed footprint under this alternative is approximately 0.5 mile from the 
closest known occurrence of yellow twotone beardtongue. Therefore, there are no anticipated 
impacts to this species as a result of Project-related activities under this Alternative. 

Impacts to cactus and yucca are similar to those described for Alternative B. 

Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts from Project development under Alternative D would be similar to those of Alternative 
B except less acreage would be disturbed. Under Alternative D, up to 3,091 acres of desert 
vegetation would be cleared and graded to accommodate Project-related facilities. Designation of 
the ACEC under Alternative D would potentially reduce disturbance of native vegetation by 
future ground-disturbing actions in the 40,180-acre area under consideration. OHV use would be 
restricted to existing routes, and certain types of land use would be avoided or excluded from the 
ACEC. All other impacts to vegetation would be comparable to those described for Alternative 
B. 

Special Status Plant Species 
Alternative D would not directly impact the white-margined beardtongue; however, it would 
impact a portion of the yellow twotone beardtongue population. As under Alternative B, 
mitigation measures for impacts to special status plant species would be developed through 
agency coordination and included in the restoration plan. Mitigation may include seed collection, 
nursery development, transplantation of individuals, and/or sponsorship of the plant into the 
Center for Plant Conservation (CPC) National Collection of Endangered Plants at Missouri 
Botanical Garden. The proposed ACEC would encompass 13,795 acres of suitable habitat for the 
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white-margined penstemon, which would benefit from reductions in the types and extent of 
future ground-disturbing actions.  

Impacts to cactus and yucca would be similar to those described for Alternative B. 

4.6.1.4 Mitigation Measures 

Detailed mitigation requirements and Applicant Proposed Environmental Protection Measures 
can be found in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 
and Table 2-3). Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM BIO-1: Preconstruction Surveys.  

MM BIO-2: Best Management Practices.  

MM BIO-3: Biological Monitors.  

MM BIO-4: Facility Siting.  

MM BIO-5: Restoration Plan.  

MM BIO-6: Yellow Twotone Beardtongue Measures.  

MM BIO-7: Cactus and Yucca Salvage Plan.  

APM-1: Erosion Control. 

APM-3: Air/Dust Control. 

APM-4: Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. 

APM-5: Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan. 

APM-9: Noxious Weed Control Plan. 

APM-10: Site Rehabilitation Plan and Facility Decommissioning Plan. 

APM-12: Vegetation Trimming. 

APM-14: Environmental Clearance. 

APM-16: Establish a Plant Nursery during Clearing of the Project Site. 

4.6.1.5 Residual Effects 

The mitigation measures identified in the previous section would not mitigate all impacts. 
Residual impacts would include the long-term removal or disturbance of habitat in all areas 
occupied by the Project. Additionally, it is still possible that invasive weeds could be introduced 
in the area following construction during operations and maintenance of the facility. The 
combination of continued mowing, herbicide use, artificial shading from the solar panels, and the 
introduction of water through panel washing could result in conditions that favor noxious weeds. 
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It is anticipated that the Weed Management Plan will be developed in such a way that it could be 
adapted to changing conditions. 

4.6.2 Wildlife and Species Status Wildlife Species 

4.6.2.1 Methodology 

Analyses for impacts to wildlife resources were accomplished through a variety of methods 
including literature review, data provided by the Applicant, data from field studies conducted 
within the ROW application area, and discussions with resource personnel from BLM and 
USFWS.  

4.6.2.2 Indicators 

The Project would impact wildlife resources if it:  

• Affects wildlife species such that the diversity or numbers of local populations were altered 
by interference with survival, growth, or reproduction. 

• Interrupts daily and/or seasonal wildlife movement and connectivity corridors. 
• Destroys, degrades, or fragments habitat on a long-term basis. 
• Introduces environmental changes that increase opportunities for predators of special status 

species. 
• Impacts candidate or special status species populations or habitat so as to contribute to or 

result in the federal or state listing of the species. 

4.6.2.3 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area 
consistent with the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
wildlife resources from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, other 
renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those 
projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Effect BIO-3: Adversely affect wildlife populations or remove wildlife habitat. 

Clearing and disturbance of up to 3,855 acres of vegetation would directly impact wildlife 
resulting in loss of and fragmentation of habitat for cover, breeding, traveling, and foraging. 
Equipment and vehicles can also collide with slower-moving species, species in subsurface 
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burrows, and ground-nesting birds resulting in mortality. Some species such as American 
badgers are vulnerable to crushing as they are unlikely to leave their burrows when cornered. 
Most wildlife species are susceptible to visual and noise disturbances caused by the presence of 
humans and construction equipment. Such disturbances can result in the alteration of species’ 
foraging and breeding behavior. 

Impacts to avian species could result from nest abandonment or loss of chicks or eggs in active 
nests, mortality of adults due to collision, or reduction of potential forage and nesting habitat. For 
most bird species, direct impacts would be limited to areas within the Project footprint or 
immediately adjacent to it. Active bird nests in shrubs or near the ground would be vulnerable to 
crushing during ground-disturbing activities. Noise and visual disturbance caused by 
construction and vehicles would have the potential to cause nest abandonment or habitat 
avoidance. Birds avoiding habitat in the vicinity of the Project area may opt for less suitable 
habitat which would increase stress on these birds as a result of increased energetic costs. This 
would also place additional stress on available resources through increased density of birds in 
off-site areas. 

The permanent fencing of the Project area would reduce access for terrestrial species resulting in 
habitat fragmentation. This fragmentation would cause wildlife to rely more heavily on habitat 
within the surrounding area for foraging, shelter, and nesting opportunities. This may result in an 
indirect effect on wildlife inhabiting areas adjacent to the Project area. These individuals may 
feel increased competition as a result of the displaced individuals relocating into their home 
ranges. This may include wildlife inhabiting the Ivanpah Desert Wildlife Management Area 
(DWMA) ACEC. 

The Project may indirectly result in mortality to wildlife through an increased risk of predation. 
Some predator species such as ravens and coyotes are attracted to human activity. Installation of 
fencing and transmission towers create additional perching structures from which ravens and 
raptors may hunt for prey. Construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project would result 
in trash and debris that would further attract species such as ravens and coyotes. 

Effect BIO-4: Harm or kill special status wildlife species, remove habitat for special status 
species, or interrupt connectivity between populations of special status species. 

Reptiles 

Three special status reptile species potentially occur within the Project footprint: desert tortoise, 
Gila monster, and chuckwalla. Desert tortoise is addressed separately below. Gila monster and 
chuckwalla are BLM-sensitive species and were not detected during pedestrian surveys; 
however, they have a moderate potential to occur based on the available habitat. Ground-
disturbing activities could result in injury or mortality to individuals above or below the surface. 
Increased vehicle use of the area could result in injury or mortality throughout the life of the 
Project. Under Alternative B, up to 3,855 acres of wildlife habitat would be lost. However, Gila 
monsters and chuckwallas tend to inhabit more rugged areas with steeper slopes and rocks to 
bask on. Because the Project area is mostly flat or gently sloping land, it is anticipated that direct 
impacts to these species will be relatively minor.  
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Desert Tortoise 

The desert tortoise is the only species listed under the ESA known to inhabit the Project area. 
Surveys detected 20 adult tortoises within the disturbance area of Alternative B. It is estimated 
that between 19 and 85 tortoises (based on 95% confidence interval) may inhabit the footprint 
area with an estimated density of 7 tortoises per square mile (Ironwood Consulting 2012). 
Project-related activities could result in the direct mortality, injury, or harassment of active 
tortoises as a result of encounters with heavy equipment or vehicles. Tortoises or their eggs could 
also be crushed or buried within burrows. Tortoise behavior may be disturbed as a result of noise 
and vibration during construction.  

Indirect effects to desert tortoises could occur as a result of increased predation or changes to 
habitat outside the Project area. Predation pressure can be increased locally through any activities 
that would attract predators to the Project area, including the presence of supplemental food or 
water. Although raptors and ravens use transmission structures as nest substrates and hunting 
perches, the gen-tie line would be parallel to existing transmission lines and is not anticipated to 
result in increased predation pressure. Portions of the boundary fence do not parallel existing 
structures, and may provide a hunting perch for predatory birds. Changes to the vegetation 
community within the boundary fence, including the potential for increased numbers of non-
native plants, may affect undisturbed areas outside the boundary fence through the spread of 
seeds, which may in turn affect the amount and quality of forage available for desert tortoises. 

All desert tortoises found during pre-construction surveys within the Project footprint would be 
translocated in accordance with BLM and USFWS protocols. Handling and relocating of 
tortoises would result in harassment and may result in injury or death of individual tortoises. 
Translocation activities may also impact tortoises already residing in the translocation area. This 
is especially true if translocated tortoises are infected with upper respiratory tract disease 
(URTD; Mycoplasma agassizii). The introduction or spread of URTD could result in the illness 
and mortality of infected individuals. Following hygiene procedures in the translocation 
guidance should minimize the spread of URTD. Additionally, increasing population sizes in the 
translocation area will result in increased competition and stress on resources. 

Tortoises will be translocated and the translocation site will be determined by the BLM in 
coordination with USFWS through the approval of the translocation plan for the proposed 
Project. The Biological Opinion will contain any additional mitigation measures and 
requirements for desert tortoise to minimize adverse impacts. 

Under Alternative B, up to 3,855 acres of desert tortoise habitat would be disturbed and occupied 
by Project-related facilities. However, of similar importance to the loss of habitat is the 
fragmentation of the remaining tortoise habitat in the Ivanpah linkage corridor. The Ivanpah 
Valley already contains existing developments that limit connectivity such as Interstate 15 (I-15), 
developments in Primm and the existing railroad. Desert tortoises west of I-15 within the 
Ivanpah Valley from Primm to Jean are isolated from tortoises east of I-15 due to the LSTS 
fencing. As a result, it is assumed that these features have already reduced genetic flow east-west 
within the tortoise population of the Ivanpah Valley.  

The USFWS currently assesses the viability of linkages based on the ability of those linkages to 
accommodate a desert tortoise’s entire life history (lifetime utilization area). As an individual 
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desert tortoise may use up to 1.5 square miles of habitat throughout its life, the USFWS estimates 
that a linkage would need to be at least 1.4 miles wide to accommodate a single, circular home 
range (USFWS 2011). In general, linkages may require that multiple home ranges be 
accommodated to function optimally, although no information is available on linkage size or 
configuration required to maintain connectivity between desert tortoise populations (USFWS 
Desert Tortoise Recovery Office 2012).   

Previous studies have estimated that tortoises in the vicinity of the proposed Project used home 
ranges of 0.10 to 0.66 mile in diameter (Ironwood Consulting 2012). None of these studies 
provided separate estimates of male and female home range sizes, although males typically use 
larger home ranges than females. These studies were conducted over relatively short time periods 
(2-4 years), and do not provide estimates of the lifetime utilization area of desert tortoises in the 
Ivanpah Valley. Movement studies are currently ongoing within and adjacent to the ROW 
Application Area with the goal of assessing desert tortoise movement through high-elevation 
passes in the Lucy Gray and McCullough mountains. These studies are also intended to further 
evaluate home range sizes within the immediate vicinity of the ROW Application area prior to 
the construction phase of the Project. Following construction, ongoing monitoring of 
translocated desert tortoises would occur, as would studies intended to assess the status of desert 
tortoises within the remaining corridor east of the Project area (Ironwood Consulting 2012).  

The area that lies between the Silver State North Project and the Lucy Gray Mountains is the 
most viable linkage between the northern and southern portions of the Ivanpah Valley. It is 
thought that severing this corridor would effectively isolate the northern portion of the valley 
from the southern by forcing tortoises to move through passes to the east side of the Lucy Gray 
Mountains (USFWS 2011), as the LSTS fencing limits or prevents desert tortoise movement 
north-south through the Ivanpah Valley west of I-15. Currently, the narrowest point in the 
existing corridor between Roach Lake and bedrock slopes in the Lucy Gray Mountains is 
approximately 1.3 miles, at the northern end of the ROW application area. Although desert 
tortoise density was highest midway up the bajada, tortoises and burrows were recorded nearly at 
the edge of the Roach Lake playa (Ironwood Consulting 2012), and the entire width is assumed 
to be a functional corridor.  

Under Alternative B, this linkage would be reduced to approximately 100 feet wide at its 
narrowest point when considering the proposed drainage channel which would include riprap. 
Much of the eastern side of the proposed footprint is located approximately 0.2 mile from the 
Lucy Gray Mountains. This would likely eliminate the effectiveness of the ROW application 
area as a corridor between the northern and southern portions of Ivanpah Valley. Isolating these 
populations would restrict gene flow and further genetically isolate populations in Nevada and 
Utah from those in California. Isolated populations may be vulnerable to inbreeding depression, 
and may recover slowly from events such as disease or fire where immigration could otherwise 
occur. Successful recovery of the species depends on the recovery of individual populations 
within each recovery unit. 

Birds 

The Project area provides habitat for cover, breeding, foraging, and/or traveling for seven special 
status bird species: the golden eagle, peregrine falcon, prairie falcon, western burrowing owl, 
loggerhead shrike, LeConte’s thrasher, and crissal thrasher. Western burrowing owl, loggerhead 
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shrike, LeConte’s thrasher, and crissal thrashermost likely use the Project area for nesting and 
foraging. These species would be vulnerable to loss of nesting habitat and behavioral disruptions 
due to noise and vibrations during construction. Alteration of foraging behavior during nesting 
season could result in nest abandonment or malnourished chicks.  

Prairie falcons and peregrine falcons would use the Project area for foraging as there is no 
suitable nesting habitat present. Alteration in foraging behavior could result in nest abandonment 
or decreased fitness of adults and chicks. Falcons are also susceptible to injury as a result of 
collision with powerlines and transmission structures or from electrocution. However, given the 
numerous transmission lines and structures already present in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project area, it is unlikely that the addition of the proposed generation tie-line will result in an 
adverse impact to falcons. 

Like the falcons described above, golden eagles would only be impacted as a result of the loss of 
foraging habitat. Eagles require large areas for foraging, whether as dispersed, non-nesting adults 
or as pairs defending a nest and territory. Human disturbance has been known to result in nest 
abandonment by eagles; however, the closest documented nest is approximately 7 miles from the 
proposed footprint (Ironwood Consulting 2012). Therefore, there is little likelihood of nest 
abandonment by eagles as a result of the Project. Golden eagles may be susceptible to injury 
and/or mortality from collision with powerlines and transmission structures or electrocution. 
Because the project will follow Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) guidelines, it 
is unlikely that the addition of the proposed generation tie-line will result in an adverse impact to 
golden eagles.  

Mammals 

There are six special status bat species with a low to moderate potential for occurrence within the 
Project area. The Project would result in a loss of only foraging habitat for these species as no 
suitable roosting habitat is present. The loss of natural vegetation could also decrease the prey 
availability within the Project area. Artificial lighting could alter bat foraging behavior as insects 
would likely congregate under these light sources allowing bats to concentrate foraging activities 
in these locations. 

Desert bighorn sheep are not known to inhabit the Project area for lambing or foraging. The 
Project is not anticipated to inhibit the movement of bighorn sheep between mountain ranges. 
Existing structures such as I-15 already prohibit east-west movement across the valley and the 
Project would not inhibit north-south movement as the sheep can easily navigate the Lucy Gray 
Mountains. If present, bighorn sheep may be vulnerable to noise, vibration, and visual 
disturbance. 

Desert kit fox are known to inhabit the Project area. There is a potential for mortality due to the 
collapse of occupied burrows during ground-disturbing activities. Visual and noise disturbance 
could result in habitat avoidance, which would increase stress on the animals from difficulty in 
foraging. As the acreage to be occupied by the Project is small relative to a kit fox territory and 
extensive suitable habitat is available, it is anticipated that the kit fox would not be adversely 
impacted. 
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Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Impacts to wildlife and special status wildlife species under Alternative C would be similar to 
those of Alternative B except that less acreage would be disturbed. Under Alternative C, up to 
2,515 acres of wildlife habitat would be cleared and graded to accommodate Project-related 
facilities. All other impacts to wildlife would be comparable to those described for Alternative B. 

Special Status Wildlife Species 

Desert Tortoise 

Impacts to the desert tortoise under Alternative C would be similar to those under Alternative B; 
however, only 2,515 acres of habitat would be occupied by Project-related facilities. The most 
notable difference would be that the connectivity corridor between the Project footprint and the 
Lucy Gray Mountains would be approximately 1.5 miles wide. This remaining corridor would be 
wider than the corridor formed by Alternative B, and would be approximately the width of the 
narrowest portion of the existing corridor at the northern end of the ROW application area. 
However, current research does not indicate whether these further reductions in the width or 
configuration of the corridor would reduce or eliminate its ability to maintain the genetic linkage 
between populations north and south of the Project area.  

Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts under Alternative D would be similar to those of Alternative B except less acreage 
would be disturbed. Under Alternative D, up to 3,091 acres of wildlife habitat would be cleared 
and graded to accommodate Project-related facilities. Designation of the ACEC under 
Alternative D would provide additional protections for wildlife, including special-status species. 
Restricting OHV use to existing routes would reduce the risk of collisions with desert tortoises 
and other wildlife. Avoidance of linear ROWs and exclusion of ROWs for large sites (over 5 
acres) would reduce the potential for future habitat fragmentation for all wildlife. Additional 
management prescriptions proposed within the ACEC would be similar to existing management 
or have relatively minor benefits to wildlife. All other impacts to wildlife would be comparable 
to those described for Alternative B. 

Special Status Wildlife 

Desert Tortoise 

Impacts to the desert tortoise under Alternative D would be similar to those under Alternative B. 
The primary difference would be that the connectivity corridor between the Project footprint and 
the Lucy Gray Mountains would be approximately 0.5 miles wide at its narrowest point with 
most of the linkage having a width of 0.8 mile. This remaining corridor would be intermediate to 
the corridors formed by Alternatives B and C, and would be less than half the width of the 
narrowest portion of the existing corridor at the northern end of the ROW application area. 
However, current research does not indicate whether these further reductions in the width or 
configuration of the corridor would reduce or eliminate its ability to maintain the genetic linkage 
between populations north and south of the Project area. 
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4.6.2.4 Mitigation Measures 

Detailed mitigation requirements and Applicant Proposed Environmental Protection Measures 
can be found in (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 
and Table 2-3). Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM BIO-1: Preconstruction Surveys.  

MM BIO-2: Best Management Practices.  

MM BIO-3: Biological Monitors.  

MM BIO-8: Worker Environmental Awareness Program.  

MM BIO-9: Migratory Birds and Raptors Impacts Reductions Measures.  

MM BIO-10: Avian Protection.  

MM BIO-11: Avian and Bat Protection Plan.  

MM BIO-12: Facility Siting. 

MM BIO-13: Western Burrowing Owl Measures. 

MM BIO-14: Gila Monster and Chuckwalla Measures. 

MM BIO-15: Reduced Night Lighting. 

MM BIO-16: Cover Steep Walled Trenches or Excavations During Construction. 

MM BIO-17: American Badger and Desert Kit Fox Impacts Reduction Measures. 

MM BIO-18: Desert Bighorn Sheep Measures. 

MM BIO-19: Desert Tortoise Measures. 

APM-1: Erosion Control. 

APM-3: Air/Dust Control. 

APM-8: Waste Management Plan. 

APM-10: Rehabilitation Plan and Facility Decommissioning Plan. 

APM-14: Environmental Clearance. 

4.6.2.5 Residual Effects 

For all wildlife species, there would be long-term residual effects due to the loss of up to 3,855 
acres of habitat through construction of the Project. The loss of habitat includes the loss of 
foraging areas, shelter, and nesting habitat. Because the majority of this area would be located 
within the fenced portion of the facility, wildlife too large to fit through the fence or unable to fly 
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or climb over the fence would be unable to utilize whatever resources regenerate within this area. 
As a result of this loss of habitat, affected wildlife would rely more heavily on habitat outside the 
Project area increasing the density of individuals in these areas and the pressure on the habitat 
resources. 

Translocation of desert tortoises could result in residual effects. Even through implementation of 
all mitigation measures and adherence to existing protocols, translocation may increase 
competition for resources within the translocation site, spread diseases such as URTD, and 
increase the stress on the translocated and resident tortoises.  

If approved, the Project would include ongoing research to determine whether the connectivity 
corridor has been narrowed by the Project to a point where its effectiveness has been 
compromised or even eliminated by way of the area being unoccupied.  

4.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Cultural resources in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study area are described 
in Section 3.7 Cultural Resources in the 2010 Final EIS and are summarized in Section 3.7 of 
this document. The CESA for cultural resource is described in this document in Section 4.19 
Cumulative Impacts. 

4.7.1 Methodology 
In general, the Proposed Action could affect cultural resources by either directly or indirectly 
altering the characteristics of a historic property that is eligible for inclusion on or listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)(36 CFR 800.5). Per Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), any effects of the proposed undertaking on properties eligible 
for the NRHP must be analyzed by applying the Criteria of Adverse Effect: 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of 
the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the 
NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration is given to all 
qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been 
identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. 
Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking 
that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. 

4.7.2 Indicators 
Adverse effects to cultural resources include, but are not limited to: 

• Physical destruction or damage to all or part of the property;  
• Change in the character of the property’s use of physical features within a property’s setting 

that contribute to its historic significance;  
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• Alteration of a property that is not consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties and applicable guidelines; 

• Removal of the property from its historic location; 
• Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 

property’s significant historic features; or 
• Disturbance to any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

4.7.3 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
This section describes the effects under each alternative using the respective methodology 
prescribed under NEPA. No direct or indirect effects were identified for this resource. 

4.7.3.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed Project would not be built and the proposed 
Project area would not be disturbed; therefore, Alternate A would have no effect on cultural 
resources. 

4.7.3.2 Alternative B - Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Alternative B is based on the Applicant’s proposal as described in their draft Plan of 
Development (July 2011). It is similar to the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) as described in the 
September 2010 Final EIS, but project facilities would be sited further north and included 
portions of the new ROW application area. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural 
resources is the anticipated disturbance area of 3,855 acres of disturbed and undisturbed lands. 
This area includes 2.87 miles of maintenance roads. The APE for access was defined as 60 
meters (200 feet) on each side of the road centerline.  

Based on the complete cultural inventory of the proposed Project’s updated ROW application 
area and the overlapping area of preferred alternative evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS, twenty-
three prehistoric and/or historic cultural sites were recorded and evaluated as to whether they 
were eligible for listing on the NRHP. The BLM and the Nevada State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) both concurred that eight sites are eligible properties, including three prehistoric 
sites that are eligible under Criterion d, four historical period sites eligible under Criterion a and 
c, and one historical period site that is eligible under Criterion a. Four of the sites, electrical-
transmission lines, have their own protected rights-of-way and will not be otherwise affected by 
the proposed Project. The remaining four eligible properties are located outside of the areas 
depicted in the Site Development Plan and as such would be avoided. These sites would not be 
directly or indirectly affected by construction of Alternative B. To ensure no impacts to cultural 
resources would occur, MM CULT-1 and MM CULT-2 would establish protections for known 
and undiscovered cultural resources and human remains. 

4.7.3.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Alternative C is based on the preferred alternative as described by the BLM in the September 
2010 Final EIS released for the original Silver State Solar Energy Project. The APE for cultural 
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resources was determined to be approximately 3,009 acres of disturbed and undisturbed lands. 
This area includes approximately 2,967 acres associated with infrastructure, 35 acres associated 
with an existing 1.55-mile-long maintenance and access road following power transmission 
lines, and 7 acres related to a 0.3-mile-long alternative access road connecting with and existing 
power generation facility. The APE for each access road was defined as 60 meters (200 feet) on 
each side of the road centerline.  

The Class III inventory for the Final EIS resulted in the identification of 23 newly recorded and 5 
previously recorded cultural resource sites within the APE. Three have been determined as 
eligible for the NRHP, two are prehistoric and one is historic. Two of the sites, 26CK1620/8282 
and 26CK2632/8280 are prehistoric and located along the access road into the proposed Project 
area but outside the actual road footprint. These sites would not be directly affected by 
improvements made to the access road for the project.  

Site 26CK5180a is a historic transmission line that was constructed from the Boulder/Hoover 
Dam to Las Angeles. This site is not considered to be part of the Project APE as it occupies its 
own ROW and would not be affected by this proposed Project. This line was not formally 
evaluated for NRHP eligibility for this project; however, it has been determined as eligible in 
other locations. The site would be removed and replaced with upgraded lines as part of the EITP 
project between California and Nevada. That undertaking, proposed by Southern California 
Edison (SCE), is the subject of the Eldorado to Ivanpah Transmission Project (EITP) EIR/EIS 
with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) as the lead CEQA agency and the BLM 
in California as the lead NEPA agency. Removal and upgrade of the line has been determined to 
be an adverse effect which would be resolved by documentation of the resource for the National 
Historic American Engineering Record.  

4.7.3.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Alternative D is similar to Alternative C, but includes a modified layout and includes portions of 
the new ROW application area. The APE for cultural resources is the anticipated disturbance 
area of 3,091 acres of disturbed and undisturbed lands. This area includes 2.45 miles of 
maintenance roads. The APE for access was defined as 60 meters (200 feet) on each side of the 
road centerline.  

Based on the complete cultural inventory of the proposed Project’s updated ROW application 
area and the overlapping area of preferred alternative evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS, twenty-
three prehistoric and/or historic cultural sites were recorded and evaluated as to whether they 
were eligible for listing on the NRHP. The BLM and the Nevada SHPO both concurred that 
eight sites are eligible properties, including three prehistoric sites that are eligible under Criterion 
d, four historical period sites eligible under Criterion a and c, and one historical period site that is 
eligible under Criterion a. Four of the sites, electrical-transmission lines, have their own 
protected rights-of-way and will not be otherwise affected by the proposed Project. The 
remaining four eligible properties are located outside of the areas depicted in the Site 
Development Plan and as such would be avoided. These sites would not be directly or indirectly 
affected by construction of Alternative D.  
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The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect cultural 
resources within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Management prescriptions proposed 
for the ACEC for development, recreation and other activities that would potentially impact 
these resources (refer to Table 2-2) would generally be similar or more restrictive when 
compared to existing management in this area. Therefore, the ACEC designation and related 
management prescriptions would have either no impacts or beneficial impacts to cultural 
resources.  

4.7.4 Mitigation Measures 
Detailed mitigation requirements can be found in (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and 
Mitigation Measures, Table 2-3). Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM CULT-1: Avoidance of Known Cultural Resources. 

MM CULT-2: Protection of Human Remains. 

4.7.5 Residual Effects 
There would be no residual effects to any NRHP-eligible cultural resources in the proposed 
Project area or along the access roads during implementation of this Project.  

4.8 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Paleontological resources in the regional area and the previously analyzed ROW application area 
are fully described in Section 3.8 Paleontological Resources in the 2010 Final EIS and 
summarized in Section 3.8 in this document. The paleontological resources within the current 
ROW application area are also described in Section 3.8 in this Supplemental EIS. The CESA for 
paleontological resources is described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts in this document.  

4.8.1 Methodology 
NEPA requires that important natural attributes of our national heritage are considered when 
assessing the environmental consequences of any Proposed Action. NEPA does not refer to 
paleontological resources specifically; however, NEPA Section 101(b)(4) states that it is the 
responsibility of the federal government to “preserve important historic, cultural, and natural 
aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which 
supports diversity, and variety of individual choice.” NEPA does not provide impact indicators 
specifically for paleontological resources. However, it is the policy of the BLM that potential 
effects on scientifically significant paleontological resources be identified and proper mitigation 
is implemented (BLM 2008). 
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4.8.2 Indicators 
Pursuant to BLM policy, the proposed Project would adversely affect paleontological resources 
if it would: 

• Damage or destroy known paleontological resources; or 
• Cause the loss of valuable scientific information by disturbing the geology in which fossils 

are found. 

4.8.3 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
This section describes the effects under each alternative using the respective methodology 
prescribed under NEPA. 

4.8.3.1 Alternative A - No Action 

Under Alternative A, there would be no construction or operational activities from the proposed 
Project, the ROW application area would not be disturbed, and the BLM would not amend the 
RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area consistent with 
the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no RMP amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
paleontological resources from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, 
other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those 
projects would have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.8.3.2 Alternative B - Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Under Alternative B the ROW application would be approved and the Proposed Action would be 
carried forward. For the purposes of analyzing impacts on paleontological resources, the APE 
would be limited to 3,855 acres that would be disturbed during construction. As discussed in 
Section 3.8.1, Existing Paleontological Resources, the results of a paleontological assessment 
(CH2M Hill 2011) concluded that the proposed disturbance area is underlain by sediment with a 
Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) Class of 2 (low paleontological sensitivity).  

However, as discussed in Chapter 3, fossils may exist at subsurface depths of more than 10 feet 
in areas of the proposed Project site underlain by Eolian and playa fringe. These fossils, if they 
exist, would be affected by trenching and excavation activities that would involve subsurface 
ground disturbance of more than 10 feet. Any possible paleontological resources obtained by 
project-related drilling and auguring would not be scientifically significant on the basis of the 
nature of extraction and therefore are not subject to any paleontological monitoring. 

Effect PALEO-1: Possible destruction of/disturbance to buried or unknown paleontological 
resources. 
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The results of the paleontology literature and records review for the Proposed Action indicate 
that the proposed Project site has a low potential to affect significant nonrenewable fossil 
resources because the formation in the Project area has a low potential to contain fossils. 

MM PALEO-1 from the 2010 Final EIS would apply and would reduce this effect to less than 
significant (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 and 
Table 2-3). 

4.8.3.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Alternative C would be constructed and operated similarly to Alternative B for every project 
component, with the exception of the drainage plan. The construction disturbance area and 
permanent construction disturbance area would be reduced with Alternative C; however, the 
type, intensity, and duration of effects to paleontological resources would be similar to that of 
Alternative B. The Project design feature and mitigation prescribed for the Alternative B would 
be applicable for Alternative C. 

4.8.3.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Alternative D would be constructed and operated similarly to Alternative B on every project 
component, with the exception of the drainage plan. The construction disturbance area and 
permanent construction disturbance area would be reduced with Alternative D; however, the 
type, intensity, and duration of effects to paleontological resources would be similar to that of 
Alternative B. The Project design feature and mitigation prescribed for the Alternative B would 
be applicable for Alternative D. 

The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect paleontological 
resources within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Management prescriptions proposed 
for the ACEC for development, recreation and other activities that would potentially impact 
these resources (refer to Table 2-2) would generally be similar or more restrictive when 
compared to existing management in this area. Therefore, the ACEC designation and related 
management prescriptions would have either no impacts or beneficial impacts to paleontological 
resources.  

4.8.4 Residual Effects 
No residual effects on paleontological resources would result from implementation of the 
Proposed Action or alternatives. 

4.9 LANDS AND REALTY 
Land uses in the Silver State Solar Project study area are described in Section 3.9 Lands and 
Realty in the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in Section 3.9 in this document. The CESA for 
lands and realty is described in this document in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts.  
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4.9.1 Indicators 
An impact on land use may result if either of the following were to occur from construction or 
operation of the Project: 

• Conflict with existing federal, state, or local land use plans or policies; 
• Conflict with existing BLM land use authorizations; 
• Change public land disposition; or 
• Restrict land tenure adjustments. 

4.9.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
This section describes the effects on lands and realty that could result from the implementation 
of the project alternatives during construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning 
activities. 

4.9.2.1 Alternative A: No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the LVFO RMP, thus, there would be no effect on land use and realty. The BLM 
would continue to manage the land encompassing the Project area consistent with the existing 
Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) as described in the LVFO RMP and an ACEC 
would not be designated as part of this alternative. 

Because there would be no amendment to the LVFO RMP and no solar project approved for the 
site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to be managed as a SRMA 
within the BLM’s framework of a program of multiple use and sustained yield, and the 
maintenance of environmental quality in conformance with applicable statutes, regulations, 
policies, and land use plans. As a result, none of the impacts to land use would occur. In the 
absence of this Project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and 
federal mandates, and those projects could have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.9.2.2 Alternative B - Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Effect LANDS-1: Restrict use within the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. 

The Proposed Action (Alternative B) would be constructed entirely on BLM administered lands 
within the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. Alternative B would restrict approximately 3,855 acres 
from potential public use, including dispersed recreation and OHV use, for the duration of the 
lease. Further discussion of impacts to the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA and OHV routes are located 
in sections 4.12, Special Management Areas and 4.13, Recreation. 

Alternative B would not result in any impacts to existing or proposed transmission line ROWs 
that cross the proposed Project footprint, as the Applicant has designed the proposed Project 
around the existing transmission line ROWs and would allow continued access to the existing 
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transmission lines by their owners. For further analysis of impacts to mineral resources, refer to 
Section 4.17, Energy and Minerals Impacts. 

Under Alternative B, the BLM would amend the LVFO RMP to remove the Jean Lake/Roach 
Lake SRMA designation and change the VRM from Class III to IV within the project footprint. 
This would result in a change in the allowable uses within the footprint area as it would no 
longer be managed as part of the SRMA “for intensive recreation opportunities, including 
competitive off-road vehicle and other recreational events, as well as dispersed recreational use 
and commercial opportunities” (BLM 1998). In addition, the change in Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) Class would allow activities which require major modifications of the 
existing character of the landscape. Each of these would be required to approve the Project, and 
because they would be limited to the Project footprint would have no impact during the Project 
lifetime that would not occur anyway from the development of the Project.    

4.9.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Alternative C would also be constructed entirely on BLM administered lands within the Jean 
Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. Impacts under Alternative C would be similar to impacts described for 
Alternative B and would restrict public use Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA, however Alternative 
C would restrict approximately 2,515 acres and be located further south and west within the 
ROW application area than Alternative B.  

4.9.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts to lands and realty from the construction and operation of Alternative D would be 
similar to those described for Alternative B and would restrict public use of Jean Lake/Roach 
Lake SRMA, however Alternative D is shifted west and consolidated into more contiguous 
blocks of development and would restrict approximately 3,091 acres.  

Designation of the 40,180-acre ACEC under Alternative D would exclude large site-type ROWs 
(greater than 5 acres) and be considered a linear ROW avoidance area. Because the ACEC would 
be managed to protect biological resources, the designation would restrict and/or limit future 
development within the ACEC.  

4.9.3 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are proposed for lands and realty. 

4.9.4 Residual Effects 
The removal of the project footprint from the SRMA classification and the change from VRM 
Class III to IV would have a residual effect on the allowable land uses within the project 
footprint. Uses within the footprint would no longer be limited to those uses allowed within the 
Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. 
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4.10 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 
Special Management Areas (SMAs) in the Silver State Solar Project study area are described in 
Section 3.10 Special Management Areas in the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in Section 3.10 
in this document.  The CESA for SMAs is described in this document in Section 4.19 Cumulative 
Impacts. 

4.10.1 Indicators 
An impact to SMAs may result if any of the following were to occur from construction or 
operation of the Project:  

• Restrict public access to the Lucy Gray Mountains, and/or restrict access to public 
hiking/OHV trails within and across the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA; 

• Impact desert tortoise and/or desert tortoise habitat in the Ivanpah DWMA; 
• Cause changes in air quality or other air clarity evaluations that could occur within SMAs in 

the area due to construction and operation activities; 
• Conflict with the VRM classifications of the SMAs in the area; 
• Cause changes to the darkness of the night sky dome as viewed from SMAs in the area due to 

construction and operation activities; or 
• Cause changes in erosion or sedimentation rates within SMAs in the area 

4.10.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
This section describes the effects on SMAs that could result from the implementation of the 
project alternatives during construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning 
activities.  

4.10.2.1 Alternative A - No Action 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the LVFO RMP; thus, there would be no effect on Special Management Areas 
(SMA). The BLM would continue to manage the land encompassing the Project area consistent 
with the existing SRMA objective as described in the LVFO RMP and an ACEC would not be 
designated as part of this alternative. 

Because there would be no amendment to the LVFO RMP and no solar project approved for the 
site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to be managed within the 
BLM’s framework of a program of multiple use and sustained yield, and the maintenance of 
environmental quality in conformance with applicable statutes, regulations, policies, and land use 
plans. As a result, impacts to SMAs would not occur. 

October 2012 4-40 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 4 

4.10.2.2 Alternative B - Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Under Alternative B, the Proposed Project would be constructed on approximately 3,855 acres of 
BLM administered lands within the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. The BLM would amend the LVFO 
RMP to remove the Proposed Project footprint from the 216,300-acre Jean/Roach Lake SRMA 
and change the VRM from Class III to Class IV. This would result in a change in the allowable 
uses within the footprint area as it would no longer be managed as part of the SRMA “for 
intensive recreation opportunities, including competitive off-road vehicle and other recreational 
events, as well as dispersed recreational use and commercial opportunities” (BLM 1998). In 
addition, the change in VRM Class would allow activities which require major modifications of 
the existing character of the landscape. 

Effect SMA-1: Restrict public access to the Lucy Gray Mountains, and/or restrict access to the 
public hiking/OHV trails that cross the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. 

Alternative B would be sited on several trails used for hiking and recreational and competitive 
OHV races. In order to allow continued public access to OHV trails in other portions of the 
SRMA, the Project Proponent has committed to allowing dispersed OHV users and other 
recreationists access to the backcountry by means of the proposed Project service roads. 
Additionally, the Proposed Action would provide public access to the Lucy Gray Mountains by 
allowing the public use of the Project perimeter road. 

Effect SMA-2: Impact desert tortoise and/or desert tortoise habitat found within the DWMA. 

The Project would be constructed adjacent to the Ivanpah DWMA, which is positioned 
immediately south of the Project on the California side of the California/Nevada border. As the 
Proposed Action is immediately adjacent to the Ivanpah DWMA, the Project could inadvertently 
introduce noxious weeds into the DWMA from construction equipment unintentionally 
transporting the seeds of these undesirable plant species. To prevent the spread of noxious 
weeds, the Applicant would implement a BLM-approved weed management plan to reduce 
adverse effects to the Ivanpah DWMA. 

Effect SMA-3: Cause changes in air quality or other air clarity evaluations that could occur 
within SMAs in the area due to construction and operation activities. 

Construction of Alternative B would not result in air quality or air clarity changes because water 
would be used for dust suppression as described in Section 4.1, Air Quality and Climate and in 
Table 2.11-2 of this document. 

Effect SMA-4: Cause changes to the darkness of the night sky dome as viewed from SMAs in the 
area due to construction and operation activities. 

For operation of Alternative B, security lighting would be employed around certain buildings and 
access roads. The lighting would be directed at a downward angle and impacts are not expected 
to nearby Wilderness areas.  

Effect SMA-5: Changes in erosion or sedimentation rates with the SMAs in the area.  
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Under Alternative B, increased erosion and sedimentation in the Ivanpah DWMA may result 
from long-term changes to runoff patterns from the project site. For a more detailed discussion of 
erosion and sedimentation rates, please see Section 4.5, Water Resources/Hydrology. 

4.10.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Under Alternative C, BLM would amend the LVFO RMP to remove the Jean/Roach Lake 
SRMA designation from the approximately 2,939-acre Project footprint and change the VRM 
from Class III to IV. While the footprint of Alternative C is located further south and west within 
the ROW application area than Alternative B, the impacts described under Alternative B, above, 
would be similar to Alternative C. 

4.10.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Alternative D is shifted west and consolidated into more contiguous blocks of development than 
Alternative B and would restrict approximately 3,091 acres. Impacts to SMAs from the 
construction and operation of Alternative D would be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The 40,180-acre ACEC designated under Alternative D would be within the Jean/Roach Lake 
SRMA. This area would be managed for biological resource protection and would place 
additional restrictions on recreational users within the SRMA by restricting development of new 
roads and trails, and requiring a desert tortoise spotter for permitted non-speed recreation 
activities in the ACEC during the tortoise active season. These additional restrictions could 
further displace OHV riders to areas of the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA outside the ACEC, or to 
lands outside of the SRMA. It is impossible to predict with any certainty whether the new 
restrictions would displace OHV riders or the areas to which displaced OHV riders will relocate, 
however displacement could increase adverse effects to desert tortoises and sensitive plants on 
other lands.   

4.10.3 Mitigation Measures 
No additional mitigation measures are proposed. 

4.10.4 Residual Effects 
Under Alternatives B, C, and D, the proposed project footprint would be removed from the 
Jean/Roach Lake SRMA would be changed from a VRM Class III to IV. This would allow the 
land to be managed for more than the uses currently allowed within the SRMA.  

4.11 RECREATION 
Recreation in the Silver State Solar Project study area is described in Section 3.11 Recreation in 
the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in Section 3.11 in this document.  The CESA for recreation 
is described in this document in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts. 
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4.11.1 Indicators 
An impact to recreation may result if any of the following were to occur from construction or 
operation of the Project:  

• Conflict with existing federal, state, or local recreation management plans and policies 
• Change access to existing recreation areas or sites 
• Change levels of use for existing recreation areas or sites 
• Create substantial overcrowding to other recreation areas caused by “spillover” 

4.11.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

4.11.2.1 Alternative A - No Action 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the LVFO RMP; thus, there would be no impacts to recreational uses or resources. 
The BLM would continue to manage the land encompassing the Project area consistent with the 
existing SRMA objective as described in the LVFO RMP and an ACEC would not be designated 
as part of this alternative. 

Because there would be no amendment to the LVFO RMP and no solar project approved for the 
site under this alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to be managed within the 
BLM’s framework of a program of multiple use, including recreation, and the maintenance of 
environmental quality in conformance with applicable statutes, regulations, policies, and land use 
plans. As a result, impacts to recreational resources would not occur.  

4.11.2.2 Alternative B - Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Under Alternative B, the proposed Project would be constructed on approximately 3,855 acres 
located entirely on BLM administered lands within the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. Impacts to 
recreation from the Proposed Action would be similar to those described in Section 4.11 of the 
2010 Final EIS as Alternative B is located within the same general area analyzed in the Final 
EIS, however is shifted further north and east. These impacts are summarized below and any 
differences are discussed in detail. 

Under Alternative B, BLM would amend the LVFO RMP to remove the Jean/Roach Lake 
SRMA designation and change the VRM Class from a III to a IV within the Project footprint. 
This proposed amendment was not part of the Silver State Solar Project 2010 Final EIS, however 
impacts to recreation from the amendment are described below. 

Effect REC-1: Conflict with existing, federal, state, and local recreation management plans and 
policies. 

During and after construction, the Project footprint would no longer be available for recreation 
activities. As noted in Section 4.11 of the 2010 Final EIS, the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA is 
managed for intensive recreation opportunities, including competitive off-road vehicle and other 
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recreational events, as well as dispersed recreational use and commercial activities.  The removal 
of the SRMA designation within the project footprint would change the policies under which the 
area is managed as it would no longer be managed as part of the SRMA “for intensive recreation 
opportunities, including competitive off-road vehicle and other recreational events, as well as 
dispersed recreational use and commercial opportunities” (BLM 1998). 

BLM is currently revising the 1998 LVFO RMP to establish consolidated guidance and updated 
objectives and management actions for the public lands in the decision area. This decision area 
includes the Silver State Solar South Project ROW application area. 

Effect REC-2: Changes in access to existing recreation areas or sites. 

During and after construction, recreation would not be allowed within the Project footprint, 
however the proponent has committed to allowing access to the Lucy Gray Mountains through 
the use of their Project access road, located outside of the project fence. This road will be open to 
the general public for dispersed use and access to the Lucy Gray Mountains. This access would 
also be available to organized competitive OHV races, however these events require special 
recreation permits and separate NEPA documentation before the races are approved. Each race 
sponsor must submit a permit application with a proposed race course to BLM for review and 
approval. While portions of past organized competitive event trails within the Project footprint 
would no longer be available, the proponent has committed to allowing access to the Lucy Gray 
Mountains for organized competitive events through the use of their Project access road. 

Routes located within the fenced area of the Project footprint would no longer be available for 
public use. In addition, some routes outside of the Project footprint would be made ineffective if 
cut off by the footprint. These routes are shown in Figure 4.11-1 and miles of each type of route 
removed from use by the Project are listed in Table 4.11-1, below: 

Table 4.11-1. Recreational Trail Loss Under Alternative B 

Route Type Distance lost (miles) 

Competitive race route 1.1 

Single track, 2-track, OHV 20.4 

Effect REC-3: Change in level of use of existing recreation areas or sites. 

Alternative B could result in an increase in public use of the remaining portions of the Jean 
Lake/Roach Lake SRMA. Under Alternative B, the Project footprint would no longer be 
available for dispersed recreation within the SRMA. Those who may normally recreate in the 
Project footprint area may relocate to other areas within the Jean Lake/Roach Lake SRMA.  

Effect REC-4: Substantial overcrowding caused by “spill over” effects to other recreation areas. 

The Project footprint of Alternative B would no longer be accessible by the public for recreation, 
however the Project would not prevent casual recreational users from being able to access other 
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areas within the SRMA. The proponent has committed to allowing access to the Lucy Gray 
Mountains through the use of their Project access road, located outside of the project fence. 
Therefore, it is not anticipated that the Project would cause substantial numbers of spillover to 
other recreation areas. 

4.11.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

The footprint of Alternative C would be approximately 2,515 acres and located further south and 
west within the ROW application area than Alternative B. Similar to Alternative B, the 
proponent has committed to allowing access to the Lucy Gray Mountains through the use of their 
Project access road; however, dispersed recreation would be restricted within the fenced Project 
footprint. The public would no longer have access to existing routes within the fenced Project 
footprint, and those routes which would be cut off by the footprint. These routes are shown in 
Figure 4.11-2 and miles of each type of route removed from use by the Project are listed in Table 
4.11-2, below. Other impacts described under Alternative B, above, would be the same under 
Alternative C. 

Table 4.11-2. Recreational Trail Loss Under Alternative C 

Route Type Distance lost (miles) 

Competitive race route 2.9 

Single track, 2-track, OHV 7.5 

4.11.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Alternative D is approximately 3,091 acres and is shifted west and consolidated into more 
contiguous blocks of development than Alternative B. The public would no longer have access to 
existing routes within the fenced Project footprint, and those routes which would be cut off by 
the footprint. These routes are shown in Figure 4.11-3 and miles of each type of route removed 
from use by the Project are listed in Table 4.11-3, below.  

Table 4.11-3. Recreational Trail Loss Under Alternative D 

Route Type Distance lost (miles) 

Competitive race route 2.2 

Single track, 2-track, OHV 11.2 
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As discussed under Section 4.10.2.4 above, the portion of the 40,180-acre citizen-nominated 
ACEC within the Silver State Solar Project study area designed under Alternative D would be 
within the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA and managed for biological resource protection. While the 
area to be designated as an ACEC is currently managed in accordance with the USFWS 
Biological Opinion and to minimize impacts to white-margined penstemon, additional 
restrictions would be placed on recreation users by potentially making development of new roads 
and trails more difficult, and requiring a desert tortoise spotter for permitted non-speed recreation 
activities in the ACEC during the tortoise active season. These additional restrictions could 
further displace OHV riders to areas of the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA which is not part of the 
ACEC, or to lands outside of the SRMA. It is impossible to predict with any certainty the areas 
to which displaced OHV riders will relocate, however this displacement could increase adverse 
effects to desert tortoises and sensitive plants on other lands. 

Other impacts to recreation from Alternative D would be similar to those described for 
Alternative B above.  

4.11.3 Mitigation Measures 
Detailed mitigation requirements and Applicant Proposed Environmental Protection Measures 
can be found in (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 
and Table 2-3). Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM REC-1: Signage plan for trail identification. 

MM REC-2: Public use of project access road outside of the perimeter fence. 

4.11.4 Residual Effects 
Loss of access to the Project area, because of Project fencing, would be the other residual impact 
that cannot be avoided by the application of mitigation measures.  

4.12 VISUAL RESOURCES 
The visual impact assessment was based on the BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
System 8400 series and tiers off Section 4.12 in the 2010 Final EIS. Impacts of the proposed 
Project were assessed by determining the levels of contrast introduced to the scenic quality, 
sensitivity levels, and distance zones (the elements of the Visual Resources Inventory [VRI]), by 
considering the distance and visibility of project components to key observation points (KOPs), 
and by determining conformance to the VRM objectives. Visual impacts are described in terms 
of initial and residual impacts. Initial impacts are those impacts that would result from the 
implementation of the proposed Project and any best management practices (BMPs) or design 
features as required by the BLM, and as designed by the Proponent; residual impacts are 
subsequently identified after site-specific (selective mitigation) measures have been developed to 
specifically address mitigable initial impacts, and are the focus of the visual impact assessment 
as described below.   
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4.12.1 Indicators 
Adverse effects on visual resources would occur if the proposed Project would: 

• Introduce visual contrast into the environment that would alter the VRI classification, 
Scenic Quality rating, Sensitivity Level rating or adjust the Distance Zones; or 

• Result in  moderate to strong detectable visual contrast as observed from identified 
KOPs; or 

• Create visual contrasts which exceed the VRM class objectives in the RMP 

4.12.2 Impact Assessment Methodology 

4.12.2.1 Contrast 

Contrast is defined as the degree of visual change that occurs in the landscape, due to the 
construction and operation of a proposed facility. Visual contrast typically results from 
(1) landform modifications that are necessary to prepare a facility for construction, (2) removal 
of vegetation to construct a facility, and (3) the introduction of facilities (structures, lighting, and 
glint and glare [in the case of PV solar technology]) into the landscape. The visual contrast 
assessment is performed by comparing visual elements (form, line, color, and texture) of the 
existing landscape, which are identified and documented during field investigations, with the 
visual elements associated with a proposed project. For this Project, the visual contrast 
assessment was recorded in using BLM Visual Resource Contrast Rating Worksheets (Form 
8400-4). Existing landform, vegetation, and structural components of the landscape were 
evaluated in conjunction with the proposed Project and assigned degrees of contrast, defined as 
follows: 

• Strong – contrast demands attention and strongly dominates the landscape 
• Moderate/Strong – contrast begins to demand attention and is still moderately dominant 

in the landscape 
• Moderate – contrast attracts attention, but is co-dominant in the landscape 
• Weak/Moderate – contrast begins to attract attention and is moderately subordinate in the 

landscape 
• Weak – contrast can be seen, but is subordinate in the landscape 

Construction of the proposed Project would require the removal of vegetation and minimal 
grading to install the facilities. Vegetation would be cleared within the facility footprint 
including necessary access roads and fire breaks around the perimeter. Localized grading would 
include filling in of small drainages and depressions for the Project area and unpaved access 
roads resulting in low visual change to landform. A strong level of visual change is anticipated 
for the PV panel arrays, as strong structural elements would be introduced into a largely flat and 
gently sloping landscape setting. The scale of the proposed Project is much larger than the 
existing Silver State Solar North PV facilities and contributes to the strong contrast rating. In 
addition to scale, the regular geometric forms and strong horizontal lines associated with the PV 
panel arrays would contrast strongly with the irregular, organic forms of the existing landscape, 
vegetation, and surrounding terrain. The panel arrays would appear dark gray in color, strongly 
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contrasting with the surrounding landscape, which is predominately green (vegetation), with 
occasional patches of tan or brown (soils and/or unpaved roads).  

As outlined in Chapter 2 of this document, facilities common to each alternative include solar 
field and ancillary facilities, including internal circulation roads maintenance roads, and 
associated firebreaks. Other facilities include the substation, switchyard, and high-voltage 
transmission and collection line facilities. Detention basins and associated drainage channels 
may be located outside of the perimeter fence.  

The majority of the anticipated visual contrast associated with the proposed Project would range 
from moderate to strong, because the Project would:  

• occur near existing modifications in the landscape (e.g., solar facilities, transmission 
lines, and other development or industrial facilities) 

• occur primarily on lands with minimal slope/topographic variation 
• occur near regularly spaced vegetation that is medium in height 

In addition to levels of visual contrast associated with facilities, operation of the solar facility 
will require both temporary nighttime lighting for construction. Permanent lighting would be 
similar to the Silver State Solar North Project (see Section 2.5.10 of the 2010 Final EIS).  

In general, the use of PV panels would produce glint and glare that could be visible to the public, 
increasing contrast for all KOP viewsheds; however, this increase would be intermittent or 
limited to certain times of the day. For KOPs with level views of PV facilities (e.g., KOPs 3 and 
4), glint and glare associated with movement times would be generally limited to the first visible 
row of solar troughs. KOPs with superior views of the Project (e.g., KOPs 6 and 10) may be 
affected by glint and glare throughout the day, because larger portions of the Project would be 
visible. In addition to viewer elevation, contrast associated with glint and glare is anticipated to 
decrease as distance between the Project and KOP increases (e.g., KOPs 8). PV panels would be 
significantly less reflective because the surfaces would be designed to specifically not reflect 
light, thus reducing the potential for glint and glare. Overall, when compared to other types of 
solar panel technology such as Concentrating Solar Thermal (CST) or Power Tower facilities, 
the PV panels would minimize the potential for glint and glare because of the less reflective 
panel surfaces.  

4.12.2.2 Visual Resource Inventory  

The VRI process and its resulting information not only provide the information necessary to 
characterize the existing or affected environment, but are required for management and project-
level decisions (see Appendix A-1 for BLM worksheets). The existing VRI classifications data 
provides a basis of analysis for the project site, which is wholly contained upon BLM-
administered public lands (as described in Chapter 3.12 and shown on Figures 3.12.1-3.12.4). 
Each component of the VRI data was evaluated to determine the level of visual contrast that 
would occur from the proposed Project. The inherent contrast to scenic quality was assessed to 
determine if the Project would substantially detract from scenic quality. The degree of contrast to 
existing sensitivity was evaluated to determine if the Project would reduce the sensitivity level. 
Effects to distance zones were identified through the assessment of KOPs and, depending on the 
location of the Project and its associated contrast within the mapped distance zone, a 
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determination was made regarding how the zones would be affected by the Project. The visual 
value (i.e., Class I, II, III, IV; Scenic Quality A, B, C; Sensitivity High, Medium, Low, etc.) of 
the Project area was assessed to determine if the Project would change any of the existing 
baseline inventory ratings and VRI Class results. Appendix A-2 was developed to disclose the 
percentage of the VRI affected by the proposed Project. 

4.12.2.3 Key Observation Points  

Impacts to KOPs (sensitive viewers) were determined by considering the degree of contrast and 
each of the ten factors listed in the BLM Handbook (H-8431-1 Visual Resource Contrast 
Rating). For this project, the following factors were identified as key considerations for the 
impact assessment (1) distance relationship of the KOPs to the Project, (2) and the visibility of 
the components (angle of observation, duration of view, relative scale) as described in Section 
2.0 Alternatives and Proposed Federal Actions in this document (see Appendix A-3 for Visual 
Contrast Rating Worksheets). Photographic simulations were prepared for 7 of the 10 KOPs (the 
selection process is consistent with the method described in the 2010 Final EIS), to depict 
potential impacts and to illustrate the effectiveness of mitigation at selected sites (see Appendix 
A-4). For each alternative, 2010 Final EIS KOP locations and SEIS KOP locations are depicted 
on Figures 4.12.1 - 4.12.4. 

4.12.2.4 Compliance with Visual Resource Management Classifications 

Per BLM policy, compliance with VRM objectives was determined using the contrast rating 
process and approved KOPs (see Appendix A-3).  

4.12.2.5 Conformance with Applicable RMPs 

Per BLM VRM system (BLM handbook H-8431-1), an assessment of all major proposed 
surface-disturbing activities or developments, such as the proposed Project, must be conducted in 
order to evaluate compliance with VRM objectives designated in applicable RMPs for BLM 
administered lands. Conformance, or lack thereof, with relevant RMPs was determined by 
assessing visual contrast in context with VRM objectives. 

4.12.3 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

4.12.3.1 Alternative A – No Project Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative there would be no construction or operation of the Project; 
therefore, there would be no impacts to visual resources resulting from Project-related activities. 
No mitigation measures are proposed and no residual effects are anticipated. 
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4.12.3.2 Alternative B - Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Effect VIS-1: Short-term change to visual resources 

The short-term change to visual resources would be associated with construction activities. 
During construction, short-term impacts would include activities that occur only during 
construction such as use of signage, construction-related night lighting, disturbance associated 
with temporary construction areas and/or access roads, and associated construction vehicles and 
equipment. These activities would affect VRI and would be noticeable from all KOPs described 
below. The most notable effect during construction would be the geometric forms and color 
contrast associated with the exposed soils created within the Project footprint. Temporary 
disturbance associated with grading berms and detention basins would be blended into the 
natural landscape to the extent practicable. These temporary disturbance areas would be 
revegetated to reduce visual contrast. 

Effect VIS-2: Long-term change to visual resources 

As outlined in Section 4.12.2 of this document (Impact Assessment Techniques), this section 
discusses the visual resource impacts to VRI, KOPs, and conformance with VRM objectives. 
Long-term change to visual resources would result from the installation and operation of solar 
PV equipment, switchyards, transmission lines, berms, access roads, detention basins, perimeter 
fire break, external fencing, and project lighting. Impacts on visual resources are assessed below 
and include a mitigation measure to reduce visual contrast (MM VIS-1). 

VRI (Scenic Quality, Sensitivity Levels, and Distance Zones) 

The entire Project area would occur within Class C scenery associated with Ivanpah Valley (Unit 
Number 22), a broad flat valley with three dry lake features surrounded by mountain ranges that 
create an enclosed landscape. Impacts to scenic quality are anticipated to be moderate because 
visual contrast would be moderate, due to existing developed settings that include PV solar 
facilities, multiple EHV transmission lines, a power generation facility, and OHV activities that 
modify the landscape setting. Overall, the scenic quality rating unit would remain Class C; 
however, the cultural modifications factor rating would be lowered due to existing industrial 
facilities which modify the landscape (see Appendix A-2). From a planning scale perspective, 
the project would affect approximately 2.6% of this Class C rating unit (#22); therefore, the 
project would result in a low impact to the existing landscape character. Impacts to Class A or 
Class B scenery are not anticipated for the proposed Project.  

The majority of the Project area would occupy lands associated with low sensitivity (Unit 
Number 61). An isolated portion of Alternative B, directly south of Silver State North, would 
cross lands associated with moderate sensitivity near I-15 (Unit Number 24); however, this area 
has been modified by transmission lines and development. The overall rating for sensitivity level 
rating unit #61 and #24 would remain the same. The project would affect approximately 9.7% of 
low sensitivity level rating unit and 0.9% of moderate sensitivity level rating units. The project 
would result in minimal impacts to these sensitivity level rating units. The entire Project area 
would be located on lands associated with the foreground-middleground distance zone and VRI 
Class IV. Overall the rating for sensitivity levels, distance zones, and VRI classes would not be 
affected by this alternative, because the local setting has been modified by existing developed 
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facilities with similar form, line, color, and texture. The addition of the proposed Project to this 
modified setting would not affect these components of the VRI; therefore, existing VRI classes 
are not expected to be impacted.  

Key Observation Points and Compliance with VRM Classifications 

KOP 1 – View from Goodsprings Road – Visual contrast is anticipated to be weak/moderate for 
travel route viewers along Goodsprings Road, because the Project would be moderately 
subordinate in the landscape when viewed in the background distance zone (approximately 12 
miles) while traveling southeast along this KOP. At this distance, the Project’s solar collector 
fields would be visible as flat, geometric forms while the other Project components would be less 
visible (see Appendix A-4 for simulation). Ivanpah valley is a long, broad valley that is primarily 
panoramic but slightly enclosed by adjacent mountain ranges. The relative scale of the project 
would be subordinate in this landscape due to lack of enclosure. In addition, the Project may be 
visible for several minutes from a slightly superior view; however, impacts are anticipated to be 
low for this KOP because the project would not dominate the landscape. The Project would be 
compliant with VRM Class III objectives. 

KOP 2 – View from I-15 near Jean – Impacts are anticipated to be low for travel route viewers 
along I-15. Weak/moderate contrast is anticipated within the background distance zone 
(approximately 8 miles from this viewpoint) when traveling along this KOP. The Project would 
be viewed in context with the existing Silver State North facility, EHV transmission lines, and 
other industrial facilities with similar form, line, and color (see Appendix A-4 for simulation). In 
addition, travel route viewers are typically viewing the landscape at a high rate of speed; 
therefore, Project would be visible for several minutes although the project would not be within 
the driver’s primary field of vision. Similar to KOP 1, the relative scale of the project would be 
subordinate in this valley landscape due to lack of enclosure. The Project would be in 
conformance with the proposed VRM Class III objectives.  

KOP 3 – View from Roach Lake – Visual contrast is anticipated to be moderate for recreation 
viewers at Roach Lake. This level of contrast would be visible to OHV users; however, the 
landscape would not be the primary focus while recreating off-road. Viewing duration for 
recreation viewers would depend on the length of time recreating and could last for several 
hours. Conversely, campers at the lakebed would have a longer viewing duration (daily to 
weekly) of the landscape where the moderate Project contrast would be viewed within the 
foreground-middleground distance zone (approximately 2 miles). From this viewpoint, the 
presence of EHV transmission lines and the Walter M. Higgins Power Generation Station is 
visible in the foreground, dominating the view (see Appendix A-4 for simulation). In addition, 
visitors/campers would have level views of the Project, and existing vegetation may help to 
partially screen views of the Project area. When viewed in context with these industrial 
modifications, the relative scale of the Project would be co-dominant in the landscape, resulting 
in low to moderate impacts for recreational visitors at this viewpoint. Project views from this 
KOP would be in conformance with the VRM Class III objectives.   

KOP 4 – View from Desert Oasis Apartment Complex – Residences would have level to slightly 
superior views of the Project located in the foreground-middleground distance zone 
(approximately 1 to 3 miles). Residences would have a longer viewing duration of the landscape 
(every day throughout the year) where moderate visual contrast would be evident because 
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portions of the entire facility would be visible. It should be noted however, that the Project would 
be viewed in context with existing modifications such as the Silver State North facility and 
Walter M. Higgins Power Generation Station (see Appendix A-4 for simulation). A high-voltage 
transmission line is adjacent to the apartment complex, and others are visible in the foreground. 
When viewed in context with these industrial modifications, the relative scale of the Project 
would be co-dominant in the landscape, resulting in moderate impacts to residential viewers. 
Although the Project would result in moderate contrast from this KOP, it would be in 
conformance with VRM Class III objectives.  

KOP 5 – View from Primm Valley Resort and Casino – Similar to KOP 4, impacts are 
anticipated to be moderate for viewers. The Project would be visible in the foreground-
middleground distance zone (approximately 1 to 3 miles) and viewed in context with existing 
industrial modifications. Guests and workers at the resort and casino would have a longer 
viewing duration (daily to weekly) as well as level to superior views of the Project from this 
KOP. Due to the modifications in the immediate foreground, the relative scale of the Project 
would be co-dominant in the landscape, resulting in moderate visual contrast, which would be in 
conformance with VRM Class III objectives. 

KOP 6 – View from Lucy Gray OHV Trail – Recreation users along this OHV trail would have 
slightly superior views of the Project area in the foreground/middleground distance zone 
(approximately 2 miles). Strong visual contrast would occur, because the relative scale of the 
Project would be dominant in the landscape although it would be viewed in context with existing 
modifications within Ivanpah Valley (see Appendix A-4 for simulation). Development 
associated with the town of Primm, Silver State North, and the Walter M. Higgins Power 
Generation Station is evident in the middleground. OHV recreation users along the Lucy Gray 
OHV Trail may  not focus on views of landscape while recreating off-road; however, their 
viewing duration may last several hours while on the trail. In addition, vegetation and 
topography may partially screen portions of the Project area and other landform/vegetation 
modifications; however, initial impacts are anticipated to be high. Residual impacts would be 
reduced to moderate/high through the implementation of selective mitigation measures. If 
economically feasible, a surface treatment would be used for all areas with exposed soil within 
the Project footprint including firebreaks and access roads. Although this mitigation measure 
would reduce visual contrast, the Project would not be in conformance with the RMP’s VRM 
Class III designation because the Project would dominate the setting from this KOP.  

KOP 7 – View from Ivanpah Lake – This location is another OHV recreation destination where 
the Project would be visible in the foreground-middleground distance zone (approximately 3 
miles). Although recreation viewers are anticipated to focus more on OHV activities than on 
viewing the landscape, their viewing duration could last several hours. Recreation viewers would 
have level views of moderate visual contrast which would be minimally screened by topography 
and vegetation. Modifications associated with EHV transmission lines, the Walter M. Higgins 
Power Generation Station, and existing Silver State North facility are visible but do not dominate 
the setting from this KOP. As a result, impacts are anticipated to be moderate because the scale 
of the Project would be co-dominant in the landscape and screening would be minimal; however, 
Project views from this KOP would be in conformance with the VRM Class III objectives.   

KOP 8 – View from I-15 at Nipton Road Overpass – Visual contrast is anticipated to be 
weak/moderate for travel route viewers along I-15, because the Project would be less than co-
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dominant when viewed in the background distance zone (approximately 10 miles).  In addition, 
travel route viewers along I-15 are typically viewing the landscape at a high rate of speed; 
therefore, Project would be visible for several minutes. The relative scale of the project would be 
subordinate in this valley landscape due to lack of enclosure. Although the Project area would be 
visible from this superior view, impacts are anticipated to be low because Project features would 
have less contrast due to distance and the presence of the dry lake bed that dominates the 
landscape (see Appendix A-4 for simulation). Project views from this KOP would be in 
conformance with the VRM Class III objectives.   

KOP 9 – View from Entrance to Mojave National Preserve – This KOP is a recreation 
destination location for visitors to the Mojave National Preserve. Viewing duration would be 
short, lasting a few minutes for visitors when leaving the preserve. Similar to KOP 8, impacts are 
anticipated to be low for viewers seeing weak to moderate visual contrast. The Project would be 
visible in the background distance zone (approximately 10 miles) in a setting with limited 
modifications. The relative scale of the project would be subordinate in this valley landscape 
setting. The Project has a relatively low profile and vegetation and landform may partially screen 
the views of the Project from this KOP. Project views from this KOP would be in conformance 
with the VRM Class III objectives.   

KOP 10 – Lookout by Communications Tower – An unpaved road provides access to a 
communications tower site that is currently used for maintenance. OHV recreation users have 
access to this overlook point as part of a local tour operation; however, viewer expectation and 
sensitivity may be moderate due to the existing communication facilities at the overlook. 
Viewing duration may last several minutes or longer depending on the recreation activity (turn-
around point or overlook stop) The existing setting is primarily developed and I-15, the town of 
Primm, several transmission lines, Walter M. Higgins Power Generation Station, and Silver State 
North facility would be visible from this superior KOP (see Appendix A-4 for simulation). The 
foreground/middleground distance zone (approximately 2 miles) would be dominated by the 
proposed Project (generally for all alternatives, although the footprint layout varies slightly). The 
introduction of the proposed Project would replicate the existing form, line, color, and texture of 
Silver State North, although a strong level of visual contrast would result due to the scale of the 
proposed Project. Initial impacts are anticipated to be high; however, residual impacts could be 
reduced to moderate/high through the implementation of selective mitigation measures. If 
economically feasible, a surface treatment will be used for all areas with exposed soil within the 
Project footprint including firebreaks and access roads.  In addition, the design of the fire break 
edge will be determined by BLM in conjunction with the Project engineer. The goal of this 
mitigation is to soften the edge of the Project footprint borrowing from the form/line of the playa 
and other natural landscape features that characterize the existing setting. This mitigation should 
not result in additional Project disturbance. Although selective mitigation measures would reduce 
visual contrast, the proposed Project would not be in conformance with the site’s existing VRM 
Class III objectives because the Project would dominate the landscape setting from this KOP.   

Summary of VRM Conformance 

Conformance to the existing VRM Class III objectives is anticipated for eight of ten KOPs 
assessed because the level of visual contrast would be weak/moderate to moderate and the 
Project would not dominate the setting from these viewpoints (Table 4.12-1). Through the 
implementation of selective mitigation measures, KOP 6 and KOP 10 would have views of 
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moderate/strong visual contrast and the Project would dominate the setting from these superior 
viewpoints within the foreground/middleground distance zone. The following table summarizes 
compliance with VRM Classifications by identified KOPs. 

Table 4.12-1. Compliance with VRM Classifications by KOP 

KOP User 
Type 

Viewing 
Duration

Viewer 
Elevation Sensitivity Distance 

Zone VRIC 
VRM 

Conformance 
III 

KOP 1 - 
Goodsprings 
Road 

Travel 
Route Short Superior Moderate Background IV Yes 

KOP 2 - I-15 
near Jean 

Travel 
Route Short Superior Moderate Background IV Yes 

KOP 3 - Roach 
Dry Lakebed Recreation Moderate Level Moderate Foreground/ 

Middleground IV Yes 

KOP 4 - Desert 
Oasis Apartment 
Complex 

Residential High Level High Foreground/ 
Middleground IV Yes 

KOP 5 - Primm 
Valley Resort 
and Casino 

Recreation Moderate Level, 
Superior Moderate Foreground/ 

Middleground IV Yes 

KOP 6 - Lucy 
Gray OHV Trail Recreation Moderate Superior Moderate Foreground/ 

Middleground IV No 

KOP 7 - Ivanpah 
Dry Lakebed Recreation Moderate Level Moderate Foreground/ 

Middleground IV Yes 

KOP 8 - I-15 at 
Nipton Road 
Overpass 

Travel 
Route Short Superior Moderate Background IV Yes 

KOP 9 - 
Entrance to 
Mojave National 
Preserve 

Recreation Moderate Level High Background IV Yes 

KOP 10 - 
Lookout from 
Communications 
Tower 

Recreation Moderate Superior Moderate Foreground/ 
Middleground IV No 

4.12.3.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

VRI (Scenic Quality, Sensitivity Levels, and Distance Zones) 

Approximately half of the Project area for Alternative C would occur on lands associated with 
moderate sensitivity near I-15. The remainder would occur on low sensitivity lands. A small 
portion of this alternative would occur with the seldom seen distance zone (Figure 3.12-4). 
Although the specific Project footprint differs slightly from Alternative B, impacts to scenic 
quality, sensitivity levels, and distance zones would be similar.  
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Key Observation Points 

Generally, Alternative C would result in impacts to the KOPs similar to Alternative B. Although 
the footprint is roughly the same size as Alternative B, Alternative C would be located south of 
the existing Silver State North facility; thus viewing distance would vary slightly. The viewing 
distance between the Project and KOP would increase by 2 miles for northern KOPs 1 and 2. 
KOPs immediately adjacent to the Project on the east and west side (3, 4, 5, 6, and 10) would 
have similar impacts as Alternative B, because viewing distance would be similar. The viewing 
distance for KOPs to the south (7, 8, and 9) would decrease by at least 1 mile when compared to 
Alternative B.  

4.12.3.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

VRI (Scenic Quality, Sensitivity Levels, and Distance Zones) 

Impacts to scenic quality, sensitivity levels, distance zones, and VRI Classes would be similar to 
Alternative B. Alternative D includes a 40,180-acre area designated as an ACEC, as described in 
Section 2.3.5. Because visual management prescriptions would not be changed by this 
designation, the ACEC designation would not have substantial impacts as described by these 
classifications. Restriction of large site-type ROWs and other development and activities would 
be expected to lead to less future change to VRI in the ACEC and ensure compliance with the 
VRM Class III lands in the Project study area. 

Key Observation Points 

Alternative D would result in impacts similar to Alternative B; however, due to the reduced 
footprint, the appearance of the facilities would be slightly smaller in scale.  

4.12.4 Mitigation Measures 
Detailed mitigation requirements and Applicant Proposed Environmental Protection Measures 
can be found in (Section 2.7 Mitigation Measures Table 2-3). Specific mitigation measures 
include:  

MM VIS-1: Visual Contrast Reduction. 

4.12.5 Residual Effects 
The reduction of visual contrast associated with MM VIS-1 would reduce but not eliminate the 
proposed Project’s dominance in the existing landscape setting upon VRM Class III lands, 
viewed from KOP 6 and KOP 10.  .  

4.13 TRANSPORTATION/MOTORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS 
Transportation and motorized vehicle routes that provide access to and within the Silver State 
Solar Project study area are fully described in the 2010 Final EIS in Section 3.13 
Transportation/Motorized Vehicle Access and are summarized in Section 3.13 of this document. 
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Competitive off-highway vehicle races that traverse the roads, trails, and washes of the Project 
Area, are fully described in the 2010 Final EIS in Section 3.11 Recreation and are summarized in 
Section 3.11 of this document. The CESA for transportation and motorized vehicle access is 
described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts in this document. 

4.13.1 Indicators 
The Proposed Action would affect transportation levels if it would: 

• Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system; 

• Produce an exceedance, either individually or cumulatively, of a level of service (LOS) 
standard established by the local county congestion management agency; 

• Degrade existing road conditions as a result of construction; 
• Prevent adequate emergency access; 
• Cause loss of access to private land parcels; or 
• Cause loss of access to historically important recreation access points or staging areas. 

4.13.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
There would only be direct effects to transportation and motorized vehicle access. 

4.13.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area 
consistent with the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
transportation and motorized vehicle access from the proposed Project would occur. In the 
absence of this project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and 
federal mandates and those projects may have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.13.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

The implementation of Alternative B could result in several effects on transportation and 
motorized vehicle access. Effects to traffic are detailed below. 

Effect TRAN-1: Short-term effects on traffic volume as a result of construction. 

Construction of the Proposed Action would require activities and equipment movement near and 
within public roadway ROWs, resulting in short-term increases in the use of I-15 and local 
arterial roadways. Existing conditions of potentially affected road segments can be found in 
Table 3.13-3 Existing Traffic Volumes and Levels of Service in Section 3.13 Transportation 
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/Motorized Vehicle Access of the 2010 Final EIS. Heavy equipment would be transported to the 
site and would likely remain on site for the duration of construction. 

Construction of the proposed Project would result in a short-term increase in traffic volume and 
trips. The Applicant is proposing to access the proposed Project site using a route shown in 
Figure 2-1. Effects to local traffic patterns are discussed by road type.  

Interstate 15. Construction of the proposed Project would result in a short-term increase in traffic 
volume on I-15 from construction workers and delivery vehicles. A full discussion of the effect 
on I-15 can be found in Section 3.13 Transportation/Motorized Vehicle Access in the 2010 Final 
EIS. Effects to I-15 would be reduced through implementation of mitigation measure MM 
TRAN-1 (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-3). 

Local Arterial Roadways. Construction of the proposed Project would have a short-term negative 
impact on intersection Level of Service (LOS) during construction due to vehicle trips from 
construction workers and deliveries. Effects to intersections would be reduced through 
implementation of MM TRAN-1 (Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation 
Measures, Table 2-3). 

Effect TRAN-2: Short-term effects on access and road conditions as a result of construction. 

The proposed Project would result in damage to public roads through increased use and 
movement of heavy equipment. Mitigation MM TRAN-1 and MM TRAN-2 would be required 
(Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-3). 

Effect TRAN-3: Long-term effects on road conditions as a result of construction. 

Operation and Maintenance. O&M of the Proposed Action may result in a long-term increase in 
traffic volume of up to 20 trips per day (for a staff of 10, including morning and evening trips). 
This is 10 less daily trips than were analyzed for the 2010 Final EIS. There would also be 
irregular increases in traffic volume due to scheduled and unscheduled maintenance. The 
additional traffic volume generated during O&M would be a long-term increase in traffic 
volumes but would not decrease or disrupt existing primary access on public roads throughout 
the area, nor would it affect the LOS. 

Decommissioning. Activities during decommissioning would include facility removal, breaking 
concrete pads and foundations, removal of access roads that are not maintained for other uses, 
and revegetation of the site. Short-term increases in the use of local roadways would occur 
during the decommissioning period from the transport of heavy equipment and labor force. 

Heavy equipment would remain at the site until reclamation was completed, and the labor force 
would be expected to add no more than 24 trips per day to local roads (assuming 12 people 
driving to and from the site). Overweight and oversized loads could cause short-term disruptions 
to local traffic. 

4.13.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Effects on transportation and motorized vehicle access under Alternative C would be similar to 
those identified under Alternative B. Compared to Alternative B, the footprint of the project 
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would be decreased, but type, intensity, and duration of the effects would be similar. The same 
mitigation would be applicable. 

4.13.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Effects on transportation and motorized vehicle access under Alternative D would be similar to 
those identified under Alternative B. Compared to Alternative B, the footprint of the project 
would be decreased, but type, intensity, and duration of the effects would be similar. The same 
mitigation would be applicable. 

The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect transportation/ 
motorized vehicle access within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Management 
prescriptions proposed for the ACEC to restrict creation of new OHV trails are addressed in 
Section 4.11 Recreation. 

4.13.3 Mitigation Measures 
Detailed mitigation requirements and Applicant Proposed Environmental Protection Measures 
can be found in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 
and Table 2-3. Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM TRAN-1: Traffic Management Plan.  

MM TRAN-2: Repair Damaged Streets. 

4.13.4 Residual Effects 
Under all action alternatives, there would be short-term and long-term increases in traffic volume 
that could not be eliminated completely through mitigation. Short-term increases would be large 
and would affect the LOS of roads in the proposed Project area, particularly during peak traffic 
times. Long-term increases would be very small and would not be likely to affect the LOS at any 
intersection in the area. 

4.14 HEALTH AND SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Existing conditions related to human health and safety/hazardous materials are described fully in 
the 2010 Final EIS in Section 3.14 Human Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials and are 
summarized in Section 3.14 in this document. Hazards associated with seismic conditions are 
described fully in the 2010 Final EIS in Section 3.3 Seismicity and summarized in this document 
in Section 3.3, while flood-related hazards are described fully in the 2010 Final EIS in Section 
3.5 Water Resources/ Hydrology and summarized in Section 3.5 in this document. The CESA for 
health and safety/hazardous materials is described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts. 
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4.14.1 Indicators 
Significant effects to health and safety or hazardous materials would occur if the Proposed 
Action would: 

• Use, store, or dispose of petroleum products and/or hazardous materials in a manner that 
results in a release to the aquatic or terrestrial environment in an amount equal to or greater 
than the reportable quantity for that material or creates a substantial risk to human health; 

• Mobilize contaminants currently existing in the soil or groundwater, creating potential 
pathways of exposure to humans or wildlife that would result in exposure to contaminants at 
levels that would be expected to be harmful; 

• Expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels in excess of those permitted 
by the federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) in 29 CFR §1910, or 
expose members of the public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials from the 
Proposed Action’s construction or operations; or 

• Expose people residing or working in the Proposed Action vicinity or structures to safety 
hazards and/or a significant risk of loss, injury, or death. 

4.14.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 
Impacts to health and safety/hazardous materials are described below by project phase (i.e., 
construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning). 

4.14.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area 
consistent with the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
health and safety or hazardous materials from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence 
of this project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal 
mandates and those projects may have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.14.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Potential safety risks associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project range 
from accidental spills or releases of hazardous substances, mobilization of existing 
contamination, handling and disposal of hazardous materials, and potential exposure to electrical, 
flood, fire, and aircraft operation hazards.  

Effect HAZ-1: Use, store, transport, and disposal of petroleum products and hazardous 
materials in a manner that results in a release in an amount equal to or greater than the 
reportable quantity for that material or that creates a substantial risk to human health. 

October 2012 4-66 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 4 

Construction. Impact generating activities would include: fencing environmental clearance areas 
for protecting sensitive species; establishing site access and laydown areas; constructing two 
water wells and a temporary water storage pond; preparing the site by clearing and removing 
vegetation, clearing, grading and excavating the solar field, substations and O&M area; 
constructing drainage control berms; constructing two substations and associated switchyards; 
installing two overhead transmission lines; installing solar PV equipment in the proposed solar 
field, and installing a fire protection system. 

Spill clean-up would be required to comply with federal, state, and local regulations; thus, 
limiting or preventing any potential exposure to any people or wildlife. Therefore, the potential 
impact of an accidental release of hazardous materials during construction would be short-term 
and localized. To ensure that potential health and safety effects due to handling of hazardous 
materials during construction would be minimized to the lowest feasible levels, the Applicant 
would develop a site-specific SPCCP and implement MM HAZ-1. 

Operation and Maintenance. The O&M of the proposed Project would involve the periodic and 
routine transport, use and disposal of hazardous materials, hydraulic fluid, welding gases 
(acetylene, oxygen, and argon), and herbicide (Roundup® or equivalent). Hazardous wastes 
generated by the project would include: lubricating oil, oily rags used during maintenance, waste 
oil sorbents used for cleanup of small spills and diesel used to fuel a backup firewater pump. 
Hazardous substances that would be used have low and moderate (acetylene only) toxicity under 
the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) health rating and would be recycled or disposed 
of by a certified oil recycler. The proposed Project would have to comply with regulations set by 
the Nevada State Fire Marshal and the Clark County Fire Department for the proper storage of 
these hazardous materials on-site.  

Dielectric fluid and cadmium telluride (CdTe) would be utilized in the carbon steel transformers 
and modules respectively. The dielectric fluid is mineral oil and is not considered hazardous 
(Zayed and Phillipe 2012). The CdTe is a semiconductor material used between two sheets of 
glass that make up the solar modules. Mitigation measure MM HAZ-2 would be recommended 
for the proposed Project to provide a recycling option for the CdTe containing PV panels (Table 
2-3). 

Compliance with and implementation of federal, state, and local regulations, MM HAZ-1, MM 
HAZ-2, SPCC plan, SWPPP, and Waste Management and Emergency Response plans would 
reduced the likelihood of a hazardous material release (Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). Therefore, the 
potential impact of an accidental release of hazardous materials during the proposed Project’s 
operations and would be short-term and localized. 

Decommissioning. Closure activities (refer to Section 2) would result in a limited potential for 
release of hazardous materials. Proper compliance with, and implementation of the Facility 
Decommissioning Plan, MM HAZ-1, MM HAZ-2, federal, state, and local regulations would 
minimize the potential of a spill and the risk of soil contamination or exposure of hazardous 
substances (Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). 

Effect HAZ-2: Expose human or ecological receptors to potentially hazardous levels of 
chemicals or explosives due to the disturbance or unearthing of contaminated soils or 
groundwater of hazardous waste into soils. 
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Construction. Four closed mining claims and four active mining claims suggest the possibility of 
past mining activities within the boundaries of the Project footprint (BLM 2012). Contamination 
from a nearby pipeline or the mining claims may be possible, but contamination from other 
sources (pesticide, fertilizer, hazardous material, etc) is unlikely. Mitigation measure MM HAZ-
3, the Health and Safety Program, Waste Management Plan, and Emergency Response Plan 
would be implemented for the proposed Project to reduce potential exposure of workers to 
contaminated soils (Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). Any contamination that was discovered would be 
disposed of according to state and federal regulations 

Operation and Maintenance. The operations and routine maintenance of the proposed Project 
would involve limited disturbance or unearthing of contaminated soils or groundwater of 
hazardous materials compared to construction activities. Unscheduled maintenance could involve 
the potential repair and eventual replacement of solar panels, inverters, switchyard equipment, 
and Digital Control Systems, requiring a minor level of soil disturbance. The proposed Project 
would require implementation of MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-3 (Table 2-3) for any excavation, 
grading, trenching or drilling activity required as a result of routine and unscheduled 
maintenance. The Applicant’s Health and Safety Program and Waste Management Plan for each 
project would be required to include special preventive and contingency measures to avoid the 
workers’ exposure to contaminated soils or groundwater (Table 2-2). Therefore, the exposure to 
contaminants due to disturbance or unearthing of contaminated soil or groundwater during 
maintenance repairs is unlikely.  

Decommissioning. Decommissioning the proposed Project would have potential impacts to soil 
and groundwater contamination. Closure activities that would disturb soil and groundwater 
include: the removal of solar panels and supporting foundations; removal of underground 
facilities to a depth of at least 2 feet below the ground surface; demolition and removal of the 
O&M building; removal of transmission poles and conductors; and closure and abandonment of 
water wells and the septic tank. If a spill of hazardous materials occurs, residual contamination 
could be unearthed. 

Proper compliance with, and implementation of the Facility Decommissioning Plan, MM HAZ-
1, MM HAZ-3, federal, state, and local regulations, and the Health and Safety Program would 
limit or prevent exposure of people or wildlife to existing contaminants in the soil or 
groundwater and ensure proper disposal (Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). 

Effect HAZ-3: Worker exposure to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels in excess of 
those permitted by the federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) in 29 
CFR, Part 1910, or expose members of the public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous 
materials from Proposed Action construction or operations. 

Construction, O&M, and decommissioning activities could temporarily expose workers to direct 
or indirect contact with hazardous materials. Although workers would have OSHA-required 
training in handling of hazardous materials, workers could be exposed in excess of permitted 
levels if an accident were to occur. The Applicant would develop and implement a Health and 
Safety Program requiring all employees and contractors to adhere to industry standards for health 
and safety and emergency response. Mitigation measures MM HAZ-1, MM HAZ-2, MM 
HAZ-3, MM HAZ-4, and an Emergency Response Plan would be implemented for the proposed 
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Project to reduce exposure of hazardous material to levels acceptable by the standards set by 
OSHA in 29 CFR, Part 1910 (Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). 

Effect HAZ-4: Expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
electrocution or excessive exposure to wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas. 

Construction. During construction, proposed Project activities and related equipment could 
expose people or structures to an increased risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of 
electrocution or exposure to wildland fires. The risk of fire danger would be related to accidental 
ignition from smoking, refueling, and operating vehicles and other equipment off roadways. The 
two activities with the highest risk of fire ignition are clearing of brush and welding of PV panel 
assemblies. The proposed Project would implement mitigation measures MM HAZ-4 and MM 
HAZ-5, and utilize designs that fulfill required standards and codes for fire and electrical safety 
(Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). 

Operation and Maintenance. O&M of the proposed Project would increase the potential for 
incidents related to electrical arcing and sparking from any wires that might become exposed 
between solar panels and substations. The proposed Project would reduce fire risk by installing a 
fire break and a water system, and housing electrical equipment in enclosures. The proposed 
Project must comply with federal and state standards and implement MM HAZ-4 (Table 2-2 and 
Table 2-3). 

Decommissioning. Demolition of structures and decommissioning of electrical equipment would 
pose a fire risk that could be controlled by proper implementation of MM HAZ-4, MM HAZ-5 
and the Facility Decommissioning Plan (Table 2-2 and Table 2-3). Adherence to these preventive 
measures along with applicable federal, state, and local requirements would reduce the potential 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving electrocution or excessive exposure to wildland fires. 

Effect HAZ-5: Present an obstruction or hazard to air navigation as determined by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) under 14 CFR Part 77. 

The proposed Project would need to comply with Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations 
which states that any party proposing to construct an object or structure near a proposed public-
use airport must notify the FAA before construction begins. In turn, the FAA is obligated to 
examine whether the structure would interfere with air navigation facilities and equipment or the 
navigable airspace. 

4.14.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Effects under Alternative C would be similar to those identified under Alternative B. Compared 
to Alternative B, the footprint of the project would be decreased, but materials and exposure 
types would be similar. The same mitigation measures and adherence to industry standards and, 
federal, state and local regulations would apply. 
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4.14.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Effects under Alternative D would be similar to those identified under Alternative B. Compared 
to Alternative B, the footprint of the project would be decreased, but materials and exposure 
types would be similar. The same mitigation measures and adherence to industry standards and, 
federal, state and local regulations would apply. 

The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect health and 
safety/ hazardous materials within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Management 
prescriptions proposed for the ACEC for development, recreation and other activities that would 
potentially impact these resources (refer to Table 2-2) would generally be similar or more 
restrictive when compared to existing management in this area. However, the potential 
displacement of some OHV riders and other recreational users (e.g., shooters) could result in 
increased conflicts in other areas outside the ACEC as incompatible uses are concentrated in 
other recreational areas. Because these activities would still be allowed in the ACEC, it is not 
expected that the displacement would be substantial and the increased risk to health and safety 
would be minimal. 

4.14.3 Mitigation Measures 
Detailed mitigation requirements and Applicant-Proposed Environmental Protection Measures 
can be found in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and Mitigation Measures, Table 2-2 
and Table 2-3. Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM HAZ-Z: Hazardous Materials Management.  

MM HAZ-2: Solar PV Cell Recycling.  

MM HAZ-3: Characterize Potentially Contaminated Soil/Groundwater.  

MM HAZ-4: Adherence of the Health and Safety Program with 29 CFR, Part 1910.  

MM HAZ-5: Construction Fire Prevention Measures.  

APM-4: SWPP Plan. 

APM-5: SPCC Plan. 

APM-6: Health and Safety Program. 

APM-7: Emergency Response Plan. 

APM-8: Waste Management Plan. 

APM-9: Noxious Weed Control Plan. 

APM-15: General Design and Construction Standards.  
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4.14.4 Residual Effects 
Under all alternatives, proper handling, storage and clean-up of hazardous materials would result 
in no residual effects from hazardous materials. Review and approval of the proposed Project by 
the FAA prior to construction would result in no residual aviation impacts from the development 
of the proposed Project. 

4.15 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
The social and economic conditions within the region and in the Silver State Solar Project study 
area are fully described in the 2010 Final EIS in Section 3.15 Social and Economic Conditions 
and are summarized in Section 3.15 of this document. The CESA for socioeconomic resources is 
described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts.  

4.15.1 Indicators 
NEPA provides no specific thresholds of significance for socioeconomic impact assessment. 
Significance varies based on the setting of the Proposed Action (40 CFR 1508.27[a]), but 40 
CFR 1508.8 states that indirect effects may include those that are growth inducing and others 
related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rates. In 
addition, the regulations state, “Effects include….cultural, economic, social, or health, whether 
direct, indirect, or cumulative. Effects may also include those resulting from actions which may 
have both beneficial and detrimental effects, even if on balance the agency believes that the 
effect would be beneficial” (40 CFR 1508.8). 

For the purposes of this analysis, the Proposed Action would affect social and economic 
conditions if it would: 

• Result in a permanent or temporary population increase larger than local services, 
infrastructure, or population can accommodate; or 

• Result in a tax burden to local residents not offset by the Proposed Action’s generation of 
new public revenues. 

4.15.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

4.15.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area 
consistent with the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
social and economic conditions from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this 
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project, other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates 
and those projects may have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.15.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Effect SOC-1: Provide employment and demand for local goods and services during construction 
and operation. 

During the peak construction period, up to 350 workers are expected to be employed. This would 
result in a short-term and beneficial impact on the Clark County population level. The impact 
would not cause a temporary population increase that would necessitate additional local public 
services or investment in infrastructure capacities that could not be provided from existing 
resources. The operational phase of the proposed Project is expected to employ 10 full-time 
permanent workers, which would have a long-term and beneficial impact on the area’s 
population level. 

The construction phase is expected to have a short-term and beneficial impact on the Clark 
County permanent and temporary housing stock. The impact would not cause a temporary strain 
that would necessitate additional local public services or investment in public infrastructure 
capacities that could not be provided from existing resources. The operational phase of the 
proposed Project is anticipated to have a long-term beneficial effect on the area’s housing stock. 

The construction phase mobilization of resources (i.e., workforce, materials, supplies and 
equipment) will be beneficial to the region’s economy that has been mired in recession. Project 
construction spending provides a non-recurrent demand stimulus that will invigorate other 
interdependent sectors, industries and households within Clark County over a four year period. 

Construction would remain roughly the same in terms of intensity and duration as compared to 
the analysis conducted as part of the Silver State Solar Energy Project, with similar beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts to employment and income to regional businesses.  

During operations, the Project’s permanent direct employment, payroll and O&M related 
spending would provide a long-term, beneficial, recurring stimulus to the region’s economy.  

Effect SOC-2: Increase demand on public services. 

The incremental demand on public services from the proposed Project during construction, 
operations, and decommissioning is not anticipated to result in extraordinary stresses placed on 
service capacities or infrastructure that could not be met by existing and projected public 
resources (i.e., projected county operating budgets and capital expenditures already planned for 
to meet population growth). 

Effect SOC-3: Adversely affect the business of commercial off-highway vehicle operations and 
organized events through disruption of existing routes. 

Initial consultation with off-road racing groups indicates that the revised project footprint for the 
proposed Project would have greater potential for displacement of organized off-highway races 
and dispersed informal off-highway OHV activity. Therefore, there is a potential for greater 
socioeconomic impacts to the surrounding area from loss of these visitors than were identified in 
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the 2010 Final EIS. However, the Project layout has been designed to allow passage of vehicles 
through the Project area via a widened access route, and MMs REC-1 and REC-2 would 
appropriate signage and ensuring continued access during the Project lifetime. More information 
about the proposed Project’s impact to the existing recreational economy can be found in this 
document in Section 4.12 Recreation. 

4.15.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Impacts to socioeconomics under Alternative C would be similar to the impacts described for 
Alternative B. Construction would remain roughly the same in terms of intensity and duration, 
resulting in similar beneficial socioeconomic impacts to employment and income to regional 
businesses. The project footprint would be modified so there may be slight changes to which 
OHV trails are impacted, but an access route through the Project footprint would be provided 
similar to Alternative B. Therefore, the impact to socioeconomics would be expected to remain 
similar to that described for Alternative B.  

4.15.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts under Alternative D would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative B. The 
design of Alternative D avoids more of the OHV recreation and race area than the other two 
alternatives, leading to less of an impact on OHV recreation. As with Alternatives B and C, an 
access road through the Project area would link race routes and OHV trails to reduce disruption 
of existing OHV recreation and races. Recreation is a strong economic driver in the community 
of Primm, so the less of an effect the proposed Project has on OHV recreation, the less the 
economy of Primm would be impacted adversely by the proposed Project. The designation of the 
ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect recreational tour operators or other 
recreation-related businesses within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Management 
prescriptions proposed for the ACEC for recreation (refer to Table 2-2) would generally be 
similar when compared to existing management in this area. Further, restrictions on most 
development in the ACEC would ensure that further disruption to existing trails would be 
reduced. Therefore, the ACEC designation and related management prescriptions would have 
less than significant impacts to recreation.  

4.15.3 Mitigation Measures 
Detailed mitigation requirements can be found in Section 2.7 Applicant-Proposed Measures and 
Mitigation Measures, Table 2-3. Specific mitigation measures include:  

MM REC-1: Signage plan for trail identification. 

MM REC-2: Use of project access road outside of the perimeter fence.  

4.15.4 Residual Effects 
There would be benefits to population, housing, regional economy, personal income, 
employment levels, public services and tax revenue from construction and O&M of the proposed 
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Project. However, there would also be negative residual impacts from lost OHV recreationalists. 
The exact way these beneficial and detrimental residual effects would balance out is difficult to 
predict. 

4.16 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Environmental justice populations in the regional area and the Silver State Solar Project study 
area are fully described in the 2010 Final EIS in Section 3.16 Environmental Justice and 
summarized in Section 3.16 in this document. The CESA for environmental justice is described 
in Section 4.19 in this document.  

4.16.1 Indicators 
Consistent with Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994), this environmental 
justice analysis identifies and addresses any disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its actions on minority and low-income populations. The CEQ (1997) 
has issued guidance to federal agencies on the definition of disproportionately high and adverse 
effects as used in EO 12898, as follows: 

Disproportionately High and Adverse Human Health Effects. When determining whether 
human health effects are disproportionately high and adverse, agencies are to consider the 
following three factors to the extent practicable: 

1. Whether the health effects, which may be measured in risks and rates, are significant (as 
employed by NEPA), or above generally accepted norms; 

2. Whether the risk or rate of hazard exposure to a minority population, low-income 
population, or Indian tribe to an environmental hazard is significant (as employed by 
NEPA) and appreciably exceeds or is likely to appreciably exceed the risk or rate to the 
general population or other appropriate comparison group; and 

3. Whether health effects occur in a minority population, low-income population, or Indian 
tribe affected by cumulative or multiple adverse exposure to environmental hazards. 

Disproportionately High and Adverse Environmental Effects. When determining whether 
environmental effects are disproportionately high and adverse, agencies are to consider the 
following three factors to the extent practicable: 

1. Whether there is or will be an impact on the natural or physical environment that 
significantly (as employed by NEPA) and adversely affects a minority population, low-
income population, or Indian tribe. Such effects may include ecological, cultural, human 
health, economic, or social impacts on minority communities, low-income communities, 
or Indian tribes when those impacts are interrelated to impacts on the natural or physical 
environment; 

2. Whether environmental effects are significant (as employed by NEPA) and are or may 
be having an adverse impact on minority populations, low-income populations, or Indian 
tribes that appreciably exceed or are likely to appreciably exceed those on the general 
population or other appropriate comparison group; and 
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3. Whether the environmental effects occur or would occur in a minority population, low-
income population, or Indian tribe affected by cumulative or multiple adverse exposures 
from environmental hazards. 

In addition, the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook defines BLM’s environmental justice 
principles and considers “aggregate, cumulative, and synergistic effects, including results of 
actions taken by other parties” (BLM 2005). 

4.16.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

4.16.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area 
consistent with the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
environmental justice from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, 
other renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those 
projects may have similar impacts in other locations. 

4.16.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

No environmental justice communities are known to be present in the new ROW for the 
proposed Project based on census data indicators, so no impacts to environmental justice would 
occur. However, the community of Primm is largely made up of worker housing (i.e., Desert 
Oasis apartments) for employees of the nearby casinos. This worker housing may constitute an 
environmental justice community despite the fact that census data indicates no at risk 
populations. 

However, the issue of environmental justice focuses on impacts that may lead to health problems 
disproportionately affecting one population more than others because of socioeconomic factors. 
The proposed project does not have any impacts that would significantly impact the health of 
nearby residents; therefore, environmental justice impacts for the proposed Project would remain 
less than significant even if the Desert Oasis worker housing constitutes an environmental justice 
community. 

4.16.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Impacts under Alternative C would be consistent with the impacts described for Alternative B. 

4.16.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts under Alternative D would be consistent with the impacts described for Alternative B. 
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4.16.3 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures required 

4.16.4 Residual Effects 
Residual effects may include decreased air quality (refer to Section 4.2 Air Quality and Climate) 
or increased exposure to hazardous materials (refer to Section 4.15 Health and Safety/Hazardous 
Materials), neither of which are anticipated to be significant effects. 

4.17 ENERGY AND MINERALS 
Energy and minerals in the regional area and the Project study area are fully described in the 
2010 Final EIS in Section 3.17 Energy and Minerals and are summarized in Section 3.17 in this 
document. The CESA for energy and minerals are described in Section 4.19 Cumulative Impacts 
in this document.  

4.17.1 Indicators 
Adverse effects on energy and minerals resources would occur if the Proposed Action would: 

• Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state; 

• Result in the loss or availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan; or 

• Restrict access to or the availability of mineral or energy resources. 

4.17.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

4.17.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, the BLM would not approve the Applicant’s ROW application and would 
not amend the RMP. The BLM would continue to manage land encompassing the Project area 
consistent with the existing RMP. 

Because there would be no amendment and no solar project approved for the site under this 
alternative, it is expected that the site would continue to remain in its existing condition with no 
new structures or facilities constructed or operated on the site. As a result, none of the impacts to 
energy and minerals from the proposed Project would occur. In the absence of this project, other 
renewable energy projects may be constructed to meet state and federal mandates and those 
projects may have similar impacts in other locations. 
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4.17.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

There are currently four active mining claims and four closed mining claims within the 
Alternative B project footprint. They are considered to be locatable, which means they are 
regulated under the 1872 Mining Law that grants U.S. citizens the right to prospect, explore and 
develop these minerals on public domain lands that have not been “withdrawn” from mineral 
entry by Congress or the Secretary of the Interior. An additional 40 claims were located within a 
1-mile radius of the proposed Project site (BLM 2012), all but two of which were closed in the 
late 1980s. 

Impacts to mining claims in the revised ROW application area are analyzed in this document in 
Section 4.9 Lands and Realty Impacts.  

Effect EAM-1: Restrict access to or the availability of fluid leasable mineral or energy resources 
within the proposed Project area. 

There are no oil or gas producers or seeps within 5 miles of the revised ROW application area; 
therefore, there would be no impact on fluid leasable mineral or energy resources. 

Effect EAM-2: Restrict access to or the availability of locatable mineral or energy resources 
within the proposed Project area. 

There are four active mining claims and four closed mining claims within the proposed Project 
area. Development of the proposed Project may restrict access to the active mining claims. The 
closed mining claims would not be impacted by the restricted access induced by the development 
of the proposed Project because they are no longer active. 

Effect EAM-3: Restrict access to or the availability of saleable mineral or energy resources 
within the proposed Project area. 

Saleable resources exist near the proposed Project site, but because they are not within the 
proposed Project site, the proposed Project would not have an effect on saleable mineral or 
energy resources.  

4.17.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Under Alternative C, access to active mining claims in the ROW application area would not be 
prevented, as the Project footprint would be shifted south and would not overlie the four Placer 
claims. Other impacts to energy and minerals under Alternative C would be consistent with the 
impacts described for Alternative B. 

4.17.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Impacts under Alternative D would be consistent with the impacts described for Alternative B. 
The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not substantially affect energy and 
mineral resources within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. Although management 
prescriptions proposed for mineral resources within the ACEC would potentially limit the 

October 2012 4-77 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 4 

development of solid leasable resources, all other types of mineral development would open or 
allowed on a case-by-case basis with resource protection (refer to Table 2-2). 

4.17.3 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are required. 

4.17.4 Residual Effects 
The proposed Project components would preclude excavation of mineral resources in the future 
as a result of the Project footprint overlaying four mining claims. 

4.18 FUELS AND FIRE MANAGEMENT 
Fuels and fire management in the regional area and the Project study area are fully described in 
the 2010 Final EIS in Section 3.18 Fuels and Fire Management and are summarized in Section 
3.18 in this document. The CESA for fuels and fire management is described in Section 4.19 
Cumulative Impacts in this document.  

4.18.1 Indicators 
Adverse effects on fuels and fire management would occur if the Proposed Action would fail to: 

• Maintain an adequate fuel break around the proposed Project perimeter during construction, 
O&M, and decommission of the proposed Project; 

• Adhere to mowing BMPs with the goals of minimizing natural or human-caused fire starts or 
spread and maximizing ecological health in and around the proposed Project area; or 

• Regularly monitor for and treat weed infestations to eliminate colonization and minimize 
spread of weed species as outlined in the Noxious Weed Control Plan (APM-9). 

4.18.2 Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternatives 

4.18.2.1 Alternative A - No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative A, there would be no construction and the proposed Project site would not be 
disturbed; thus, there would be no effect on fuels or fire management. 

4.18.2.2 Alternative B – Applicant’s Proposed Project 

Effect FFM-1: The introduction or spread of invasive or noxious weeds. 

As described in this document in Section 4.6 Biological Resources, the proposed Project would 
have adverse impacts to introduction and spread of invasive or noxious species because of the 
disturbance to the site. An increase in non-native vegetation could increase the risk of fire due to 

October 2012 4-78 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 4 

greater fuel load as compared to existing conditions. Under APM-9, a BLM–approved Noxious 
Weed Management Plan would be prepared or an existing plan updated to address specific 
management issues within the Project footprint. 

The proposed Project would construct a 20-foot wide fire break and develop an integrated weed 
management plan to minimize long-term impacts. At the end of the facility’s life, 
implementation of APM-10 may help to reduce permanent impacts through rehabilitation and 
revegetation of the site but long-term success in control of fire fuel load may be dependent on 
how the site is managed during its operation. 

Effect FFM-2: Allocation of BLM fire resources to the proposed area for fire suppression. 

BLM fire suppression resources for Southern Nevada includes three seasonally maintained fire 
stations, four engines, two utility terrain vehicles, one water tender, and, as dictated by the fire 
danger, a Single Engine Air Tanker. Personnel include approximately 25 career 
seasonal/seasonal firefighters, 11 permanent fire positions in the southern Nevada District Office 
and a 20-person Southern Nevada Hand Crew (No. 1). Additionally, non-fire BLM employees 
provide fire support and suppression duties as needed (BLM 2011b). Wildland fire would be 
managed with a management response as described in the Las Vegas Fire Management Plan and 
may include full suppression, natural wildland fires, and prescribed fire use.  

Development of the proposed Project would increase the service load on BLM fire resources 
needed to respond to a potential fire at the Project Site during construction, operation and 
maintenance or decommissioning. This would result in a reduced ability of the BLM to respond 
to concurrent fire events. However, the risk of fire associated with the Project is relatively low, 
as vegetation would be removed from the footprint of the solar array, and the Project includes a 
site-specific Fire Management Plan and Weed Control Plan.  

4.18.2.3 Alternative C - Alternative Layout 

Effects under Alternative C would be similar to those identified under Alternative B. Compared 
to Alternative B, the footprint of the project would be decreased, but disturbance and impact to 
fuel and fire management would be similar. The same methods of impact reduction would be 
implemented. 

4.18.2.4 Alternative D - Modification to Proposed Action Layout 

Effects under Alternative D would be similar to those identified under Alternative B. Compared 
to Alternative B, the footprint of the project would be decreased, but disturbance and impact to 
fuel and fire management would be similar. The same methods of impact reduction would be 
implemented. The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D would not be expected to 
substantially affect fuels or fire management within the 40,180-acre area under consideration. 
Management prescriptions that are proposed for the ACEC for fire management (refer to Table 
2-2) would generally be similar when compared to existing management in this area. Therefore, 
the ACEC designation would have no impacts to fuels and fire management.  
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4.18.3 Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures required 

4.18.4 Residual Effects 
The proposed Project may result in residual effects related to increased invasive or noxious 
species. The development of the site is likely to lead to an increase of invasive or noxious species 
colonizing areas following disturbance. The increase of flashy fuel may result in ignitions and 
ultimately increase the number of wildfires. Aggressively managing invasive or noxious species 
will limit residual effects to manageable levels. This can be done through maintaining 
discontinuous, dispersed native vegetation, nonflammable native species, propagation and 
planting of native species, or complete removal of all vegetation. 

4.19 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
The purpose of the cumulative impact analysis is to identify any project impacts that when 
combined with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions (RFFAs) may result in 
adverse impacts. These actions include current and projected area development, management 
activities, and authorizations on public or private land, land use trends, and applicable 
industrial/infrastructure components.  

The analysis of cumulative impacts in this Supplement EIS employs the definition of cumulative 
impacts found in the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.7): “the impact on the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or 
person undertakes such actions.” In many cases, quantitative estimates of cumulative impacts are 
not possible, and qualitative assessments are provided. Cumulative impacts and RFFAs are 
further described below.  

Cumulative Impacts – Additive or interactive effects that would result from the incremental 
impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and RFFAs, regardless of what 
agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7). 
Interactive effects may be either countervailing, in which the net cumulative effect would be less 
than the sum of the individual effects, or synergistic, in which the net cumulative effect would be 
greater than the sum of the individual effects.  

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions – RFFAs are potential federal or non-federal actions 
identified within the spatial, or geographic, and temporal scopes of the cumulative effects 
analysis. The predicted impacts of the RFFAs are combined with the potential direct and indirect 
effects of the proposed project to determine potential future cumulative effects on a given 
resource. The term “reasonably foreseeable” is not defined in the regulations. For this analysis, 
RFFAs are those that are likely or reasonably certain to occur. Often, their applicability is based 
on publically available documents such as existing plans, permit applications, or announcements. 
Potential actions that are speculative or not likely to occur are not considered reasonably 
foreseeable. 
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4.19.1 Cumulative Impacts Analysis Methodology 
The cumulative impacts on the resources, ecosystem, and human community were considered by 
first identifying the geographic scope of the cumulative analysis area. The cumulative analysis 
area varies depending on the resource. For example, the analysis area for geology may be 
restricted to a geological unit, while the analysis area for the socioeconomic analysis may 
encompass multiple counties, cities, and jurisdictions. After determining the analysis area, a 
comprehensive list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within the analysis area 
was compiled and utilized to determine the cumulative impacts of the Project and the additional 
projects identified. Figure 4.19-1 and Table 4.19-1 lists existing (past and present), and 
reasonably foreseeable projects within the region. 
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Table 4.19-2. List of Projects Considered Within or Near the Ivanpah Valley 

Project Location Owner Project Description 
Project 
Type Status 

Cumulatively Affected 
Resources 

Silver State North 
Solar Project1 

Located on 618 
acres adjacent to the 
Silver State South 
ROW application 
area 

Embridge, 
Inc. (as of 
March 22, 
2012) 

First 50 MW phase of the 400 MW 
Silver State Energy Project.  

Solar (PV) Under construction; commercial 
operation expected 3rd or 4th 
Quarter of 2012. 

− Construction Impact: 
Air Quality, Noise 
− Operational Impact: 
Hydrology, Biology, 
Recreation, Transportation and 
Traffic, Aesthetics 

Walter M. Higgins 
Power Generation 
Station1 

Located adjacent to 
the Silver State 
South ROW 
application area 

NV Energy A 530 MW natural gas-fueled power 
plant. The plant went into service in 
2004 and uses a six-story-high dry 
cooling system. 

Natural Gas 
Power Plant 

In service since 2004. Employs 
approximately 17 employees. The 
plant is a major source of PM10, 
NOx, CO, and a minor source of 
SOx, VOC, and HAP (DAQPart 70 
Operating Permit Source 1550) 

− Construction Impact: 
Construction completed 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics, Air Quality, Noise 
 

Southern California 
Edison Eldorado-
Ivanpah 230-kV 
Transmission Line and 
Ivanpah Substation1 

Nipton, CA to 
Eldorado 
Substation, NV  

Southern 
California 
Edison  

35-mile transmission line upgrade 
between the existing Eldorado 
Substation in the Eldorado Valley near 
Boulder City, NV, and Proposed 
Ivanpah Substation in San Bernardino, 
CA (southwest of Primm) 

Transmission 
Line and 
Substation 

Under construction. Record of 
Decision issued in May, 2011. The 
BLM ROW grant for the 
transmission line and access road 
under the transmission line will be 
within the 100 foot wide ROW 
affecting 419.85 acres of public 
lands. 

− Construction Impact: 
Air Quality 
− Operational Impact: 
Hydrology; Transportation and 
Traffic 

Wastewater Treatment 
Project 1,2 

East of Jean, NV, 
approximately 10 
miles north of the 
ROW application 
area 

Jean 
Development 
company 

Silver State Solar, LLC has entered 
into a water service agreement (dated 
June 7, 2011) with the Las Vegas 
Valley Water District (LVVWD), to 
supply water needed for both the 
Silver State North and South Projects. 
Silver State Solar will fund all capital, 
operation, and maintenance costs 
necessary to treat wastewater 
generated by the Jean Prisons so that 
effluent can be recharged back into 
the Ivanpah Valley North groundwater 
basin through Rapid Infiltration 
Basins located in the Jean area. 

Wastewater 
Treatment 
Project 

Under construction. The LVVWD 
is currently providing groundwater 
for use on lands associated with the 
Silver State North Solar Project 
(300 acre-feet in 2011 and 200 
acre-feet in 2012).  
Per the Water Services Agreement 
between Silver State Solar and 
LVVWD, water for Silver State 
Solar North operations and 
construction and operation of Silver 
State Solar South would be 
available after LVVWD receives a 
Wastewater Treatment Project 
Completion Notice, expected 
between 2013 and 2017.  

− Construction Impact: 
Air Quality; Noise;  
− Operational Impact: 
Hydrology; Land Use; Biology; 
Aesthetics 
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Table 4.19-3. List of Projects Considered Within or Near the Ivanpah Valley (Continued) 

Project Location Owner Project Description 
Project 
Type Status 

Cumulatively Affected 
Resources 

Ivanpah Solar Electric 
Generation System 
(ISEGS) 1  

Ivanpah Valley, CA Solar Partners 
I, LLC 

The ISEGS Project is a 370MW 
concentrated solar electrical 
generating facility. The project 
consists of three power plants, 
Ivanpah 1, Ivanpah 2 and Ivanpah 3. 
Shared facilities include a substation 
and natural gas pipeline. The three 
independent power plants and shared 
substation will be co-located on 
approximately 3,671 acres of BLM 
lands.  

Solar All three facilities are currently 
under construction. The first plant, 
Ivanpah I, is scheduled to be 
completed in 2013. Ivanpah 2 and 3 
are scheduled to be completed in 
the fourth quarter of 2013. 

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Human 
Health/Hazards; Hydrology; 
Noise; Recreation; 
Socioeconomics; Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics; Biology; Land Use; 
Hydrology; Recreation 
 

Ivanpah Valley Airport 
– also known as the 
Southern Nevada 
Supplemental Airport 
(SNSA)1 

Northwest of the 
ROW application 
area 

Clark County International Airport to supplement 
the McCarran International Airport in 
Las Vegas. The proposed project 
would be sited on 5,934 acres and 
includes a 17,000-acre 
Congressionally- designated Airport 
Environs Overlay District 

Airport The FAA in cooperation with the 
BLM has suspended preparation of 
an EIS for this project. At this time, 
the FAA and BLM do not know 
when they will resume work on the 
EIS (FAA 2012).  

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Hydrology; 
Noise; Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Noise; Traffic  

Desert Xpress 
Passenger Train 
Project1 

Along the I-15 
between Victorville, 
CA and Las Vegas, 
NV 
 

DesertXpress 
Enterprises 
 

Installation of 180 miles of train 
tracks for a commercial high-speed 
electric train that would operate 
between Victorville, California and 
Las Vegas, Nevada. Construction 
Commencement Date TBD. 

High Speed 
Train 
 

The Federal Railroad 
Administration, in cooperation with 
the BLM), Surface Transportation 
Board , Federal Highway 
Administration, and the NPS, with 
the added participation of the 
California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) and 
NDOT, prepared a Draft EIS in 
March 2009, Supplemental DEIS in 
August 2010, and Final EIS in 
March 2011. The FRA issued a 
ROD on the DesertXpress High-
Speed Passenger Train project on 
July 8, 2011. 
Construction start date unknown. 

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Human 
Health/HazMat; Hydrology; 
Land Use; Noise; 
Socioeconomics; Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Human 
Health/HazMat; Noise; Traffic 
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Table 4.19-3. List of Projects Considered Within or Near the Ivanpah Valley (Continued) 

Project Location Owner Project Description 
Project 
Type Status 

Cumulatively Affected 
Resources 

Joint Port of Entry 
(CA-690-EA06-01)1 

 

Between Yates 
Well Road and 
Nipton Road, San 
Bernardino County. 
 

Caltrans, 
California 
Dept Food and 
Agriculture 

The state of California is proposing to 
construct and operate a Joint Port of 
Entry (JPOE) on I-15 located in the 
Ivanpah Valley, southwest of Primm, 
Nevada. The JPOE will include an 
Agricultural Inspection Facility and a 
Commercial Vehicle Enforcement 
Facility. Upon completion of the 
project, all traffic entering California 
on the southbound I-15 will be 
diverted through the JPOE 

Inspection 
Facility 

Construction of the JPOE project is 
scheduled to begin late summer 
2012. A Decision Record 
approving the JPOE project was 
issued on November 9, 2011. A 
Notice of Proposed Realty Action 
was published in the Federal 
Register on February 10, 2010 
addressing the site’s suitability for 
classification for lease and 
subsequent conveyance under the 
provisions of the Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act 

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Cultural; Geology; Noise; 
Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics; Traffic 
 

Calnev Pipeline 
Expansion Project1 

Parallel and 
adjacent to UPRR 
in this area 

Kinder 
Morgan 

Calnev Pipe Line, LLC (Calnev), 
operating partnership for Kinder 
Morgan Energy Partners, LP, 
proposes to add an additional refined 
petroleum products pipeline in 
California and Nevada, in order to 
expand the capacity of the Calnev 
Pipeline System. The Calnev Pipeline 
Expansion Project would involve the 
construction, operation, and 
maintenance of a new 16-inch-
diameter pipeline and ancillary 
facilities from an existing facility in 
Colton, California to an existing 
facility in Las Vegas, Nevada. The 
proposed pipeline would parallel two 
existing system pipelines for most of 
the route. 

Petroleum 
Product 
Pipeline 

Notice of Availability of the Draft 
EIS was published in the Federal 
Register on March 23, 2012. A 90-
day public comment period 
followed the publication.  

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Human 
Health/HazMat; Hydrology; 
Soils; Noise; Socioeconomics; 
Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Air Quality; Human 
Health/HazMat; Hydrology; 
Soils; Traffic 
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Table 4.19-3. List of Projects Considered Within or Near the Ivanpah Valley (Continued) 

Project Location Owner Project Description 
Project 
Type Status 

Cumulatively Affected 
Resources 

First Solar 
Photovoltaic Project 
(BLM ROW CACA 
48669)1 

Located 5 miles 
southwest of 
Primm, in western 
Ivanpah Valley, east 
of I-15. The project 
is located in 
California. 
 

Desert 
Stateline, 
LLC, a wholly 
owned 
subsidiary of 
First Solar 
Development  

Desert Stateline proposes to develop 
and construct the 300-MW Stateline 
Solar Farm. The solar farm, the 
corridor for the project’s 220-kV gen-
tie transmission line, and the access 
road would be The proposed project 
would include the solar farm, an on-
site substation, the 220 kV gen-tie line 
within the Utility Corridor, and an 
access road. The project would 
connect to the SCE regional 
transmission grid via SCE’s Ivanpah 
Substation. First Solar has proposed 
two alternative configurations. Their 
Alternative A would encompass 2,150 
acres and their Alternative B would 
consist of 1,900 acres.  

Solar 
Photovoltaic 
Plant 

The BLM Needles Office is 
preparing the Draft EIS. A Notice 
of Intent to Prepare an EIS for the 
proposed Stateline Solar Farm and 
possible land use plan amendments 
and Notice of Segregation of Public 
Lands was published in the Federal 
Register on August 4, 2011. A 
public scoping meeting was held on 
August 31, 2011 at the Primm 
Valley Golf Club. 

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Human 
Health/HazMat; Hydrology; 
Noise; Recreation; 
Socioeconomic; Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics; Biology; Land Use; 
Hydrology; Recreation 
 

Iberdrola Wind Project 
(BLM ROW CACA 
44988)1 

12 miles southwest 
of Primm, Nevada 
in California 

Iberdrola 
Renewables 

75-MW wind energy project 
2,330 acres 

Wind ROW issued for 3 MET towers 
expired 12/31/09 

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Human 
Health/HazMat; Hydrology; 
Land Use; Noise; Recreation; 
Socioeconomic; Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics; Biology; Cultural; 
Hydrology 

Table Mountain Wind 
Project (BLM ROW 
NVN-083041 and 
NVN-073726)1 

Approximately 3 
miles east of Sandy 
Valley, NV 

Table 
Mountain 
Wind Co, 
LLC 

Installation and operation of 10 
meteorological towers on 11,570 acres 
to gather data for a potential wind 
generation site through 12/31/2010. 
Total project footprint approximately 
30 acres. 
 

Wind ROW issued for 10 MET towers 
through 12/31/2010 

− Construction Impact: 
Aesthetics; Air Quality; 
Biology; Cultural; Human 
Health/HazMat: Hydrology; 
Land Use; Noise Recreation; 
Socioeconomic; Traffic 
− Operational Impact: 
Aesthetics; Biology; Cultural; 
Hydrology 

Las Vegas RMP 
Revision 

Las Vegas and 
Pahrump Field 
Office lands 

BLM Las Vegas RMP is being revised to 
consolidate guidance and update 
objectives and management actions 
for the public lands in the decision 
area. 

RMP Currently being updated. All resources may be affected 
by RMP amendment. 
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Table 4.19-3. List of Projects Considered Within or Near the Ivanpah Valley (Continued) 

Project Location Owner Project Description 
Project 
Type Status 

Cumulatively Affected 
Resources 

Molycorp Mine Mountain Pass, 
approximately 5 
miles south of 
Prinm, Nevada in 
California 

Molycorp, 
LLC 

2,222-acre open pit rare earths mine Mine Existing − Construction Impact: 
Construction Completed 
− Operational Impact: 
Air Quality; Aesthetics; 
Geology; Human 
Health/HazMat; Noise; Soils; 
Traffic; Recreation 

Ivanpah Valley ACEC 
Designation 

As much as 98,300 
acres in Nevada and 
31,079 acres in 
California 

BLM 
responsible 
agency 

Consideration of nomination of lands 
in Nevada and California to be 
designated as ACEC. 40,180 acres of 
this ACEC analyzed in this document 
as part of Alternative D. Remainder 
would be analyzed cooperatively by 
BLM field offices in Nevada and 
California. 

RMP 
Amendment 

Pending -Construction Impact: 
N/A 
− Operational Impact: 

Air Quality; Biological 
Resources; Lands and Realty; 
Special Management Areas; 
Mineral Resources; Soils; 
Recreation; Socioeconomics

Sources: 
1 BLM. 2010. Final Environmental Impact Statement for the silver State Solar energy Project. DOI No. FES 10-50. Volume 1. September. 
2 Nevada Division of Environmental Protection. 2008. Fact Sheet (pursuant to NAC 445A.236). Available at: http://ndep.nv.gov/docs_08/nev87006_f08.pdf. Access on: 7 June 
2012. 
Notes: 
In the absence of a known project name, projects are named according to the owner/developer and the type of facility or structure proposed. 
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Information about past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activities in the region were 
gathered from the BLM, Clark County, and other agencies; adopted plans; environmental 
documents; and personal communications with public agencies.  

The approach to cumulative impacts of the proposed Project considers “past” or “existing” 
projects to be those that currently exist or have completed construction and are in operation. As 
explained in Chapter 3 and above, the impacts of past or existing actions are already reflected in 
the baseline conditions identified in Chapter 3. “Present” projects include those that are currently 
under construction or have been fully permitted such that they are likely to be part of the existing 
environment when the proposed Project would begin construction. “Reasonably foreseeable” 
future projects are those for which a formal permit application has been filed. The BLM 
considers an RFFA on BLM lands as a project for which a ROW application has been submitted. 
However, the identification of reasonably foreseeable project on BLM lands does not end there, 
it also considers the status of such projects, the availability of data for such projects, and whether 
or not the impacts of such projects are too speculative to be considered “reasonably foreseeable” 
based on the available information.  

4.19.2 Cumulative Projects 

4.19.2.1 Past and Present Actions 

The majority of land surrounding the proposed Project is federal lands managed by the BLM Las 
Vegas Field Office. Past actions in the area include isolated mining exploration in the 
surrounding desert and mountains: commercial and residential development around the towns of 
Primm and Jean including associated road and utility infrastructure construction and operation: 
and recreational opportunities in the surrounding desert and mountain areas.  

Existing utility facilities in the project area include the Walter M. Higgins Generating Plant, the 
Silver State Solar North Project, various electrical distribution and high-voltage transmission 
lines, a petroleum products pipeline, and fiber optic and telephone lines. A brief description of 
past and present actions that may have additive effects when combined with the proposed project 
is provided below.  

Silver State Solar North Project 
The Silver State Solar North Project, which was analyzed as Phase 1 in the 2010 Final EIS, 
became operational in May 2012.  The project, on 618 acres, is designed to generate up to 50 
MWac of solar generated electricity to be sold to the Nevada market via a power purchase 
agreement with NV Energy. Power from the project is delivered into NV Energy’s existing 
electrical grid at the Bighorn Substation.  

Potential impacts of the Silver State Solar North Project that may contribute to cumulative 
impacts include air quality and noise impacts during construction, reduction of groundwater 
volume, vegetation and habitat loss and fragmentation, impacts to desert tortoise population, 
alteration of OHV routes on BLM land, degradation of the visual character of Ivanpah Valley, 
and adverse impact to traffic load and LOS on I-15 (BLM 2010).  
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Walter M Higgins Generating Station (formerly called Bighorn Electric Generating Station) 
NV Energy’s Walter M. Higgins Generating Station, a 530-MW natural gas-fired, combined 
cycle power plant, is located approximately 1 mile northeast of the center of Primm, Nevada, and 
adjacent to the proposed Project. The plant, originally named Bighorn Electric Generating 
Station, went into service in 2004. The plant consists of two natural gas turbines, each equipped 
with a natural gas duct burner and auxiliary boiler, and a 500-horsepower diesel emergency 
generator. Unlike conventional power plants that use substantial amounts of water for cooling, 
the Higgins Station uses a six-story-high dry cooling system. Similar to a car radiator, 40 
massive fans (34 feet in diameter) are used to condense the steam and cool plant equipment. In 
addition, the plant uses grey water from three neighboring casinos operations.  

The presence of this facility has facilitated the growth of Primm, contributed to emissions and 
noise in the area, and removed natural habitat. The facility also draws on the local aquifer. The 
Generating Station has a Title V operating permit, and the maximum potential emissions for the 
facility in tons per year are 114.91 of PM10, 157.91 of NOX, 194.07 of CO, 10.52 of SO2, 43.51 
of VOC, 10.31 of HAP, and 230.30 of NH3 (Reliant 2005).  

Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission Project (EITP) 
The EITP would provide the electrical facilities and capacity necessary to access and deliver 
power from renewable energy projects in the Ivanpah Valley. It includes the construction of a 
new double-circuit 230-kV transmission line, approximately 35 miles long, between the existing 
Eldorado Substation in Nevada and the approved Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System 
(ISEGS) project site. This transmission line replaces a portion of the existing 115-kV 
transmission line that runs from Eldorado through Baker and Mountain Pass. The EITP also 
includes an Ivanpah Substation at the ISEGS site and a sub-transmission line to connect to the 
existing 115-kV sub-transmission system in the area. The EITP also includes distribution lines to 
provide light and auxiliary power to the ISEGS and Ivanpah Substation. The project is expected 
to be complete and operational by 2013.  

Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System (ISEGS) Project 
In October 2010, the BLM issued a Record of Decision approving the construction, operation 
and maintenance, and termination (which includes decommissioning) of the proposed ISEGS 
project on public lands managed by the BLM Needles District Office. The proposed solar energy 
facility is currently under construction on approximately 3,470 acres of public lands in the 
eastern part of San Bernardino County, south of the Nevada/California boundary, west of I-15.  

The ISEGS project consists of the development of three solar concentrating thermal power plants 
using fields of heliostats (elevated mirrors guided by a tracking system) to focus solar energy on 
boilers located on centralized power towers. Brightsource, the applicant, is developing the 
ISEGS project as three power plants in separate and sequential phases that are designed to 
generate a total of 370 MW of electricity. Ivanpah 1 will have an electrical generation capacity 
of 120 MW, and Ivanpah 2 and 3 will have a capacity of 125 MW each. The project also 
includes shared facilities consisting of a substation area, administration and maintenance 
buildings, contractor yards, and nursery for succulents and rare plants, and a linear ROW 
corridor 35 feet-wide and 3,911 feet long for construction of a natural gas pipeline and use of the 
existing Collosseum Road and Yates Well Road to access the project facilities.  
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Wastewater Treatment Plant 
The Nevada Department of Corrections operates a 240-bed conservation camp and the Southern 
Nevada Correction Center with a 600-bed capacity in the Jean area. These facilities are 
collectively referred to as the Jean Prisons. The Jean Prisons do not currently have a wastewater 
treatment facility, but the Gold Strike Hotel and Casino located nearby operates a wastewater 
treatment facility that may have the ability to treat the wastewater generated by the Nevada 
Department of Correction facilities.  

In order to efficiently recharge effluent generated by the Jean Prisons, existing rapid infiltration 
basins located near the Jean Prisons, would need to be upgraded. Under the terms of its Water 
Service Agreement with LVVWD and in conjunction with the prior approval of the Silver State 
Solar North Project, Silver State implemented a program whereby it will treat all of the waste 
water generated by the Jean Prison to “Class B” standards (as defined by the Nevada Department 
of Environmental Protection) and infiltrate the treated waste water back to the groundwater basin 
through the upgraded rapid infiltration basins. In addition, the Gold Strike Hotel and Casino’s 
wastewater treatment facility would also need to be upgraded to accommodate the additional 
wastewater stream. The agreement between LVVWD and Silver State requires Silver State to 
complete all upgrades by January 1, 2013.  

4.19.2.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Reasonably foreseeable future projects considered in this Supplemental EIS are shown on Figure 
4-1, and are summarized in below. Each of the projects was evaluated to determine if it is 
sufficiently defined (reasonably foreseeable) to be: (1) relevant to potential impacts, (2) within 
the Project area of influence, and (3) of a magnitude or duration that could potentially result in a 
cumulative impact. 

Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport (SNSA)  
The Clark County Department of Aviation (CCDOA) proposes to construct the SNSA on 5,934 
acres in the Ivanpah Valley in Nevada between Jean and Primm. The new airport would provide 
additional capacity to serve visitors to the metropolitan Las Vegas area and residents of greater 
Clark County, Nevada. It would not replace McCarran International Airport but would 
supplement the existing airport and serve Las Vegas.  

Surrounding the proposed SNSA would be the Ivanpah Airport Environs Overlay. The overlay 
would be 17,000 acres and would serve as a Noise Compatibility Area for the airport. The 
proposed Project intersects the 17,000-acre Ivanpah Airport Environs Overlay in the northwest 
corner of the project site. As currently sited, the proposed project if approved, would not impact 
this area. It is anticipated that portions of the ROW application area not required for the project 
would be relinquished back to the BLM.  

 Planning of the SNSA has been considerably slowed due to the economic downturn and 
resultant decrease in air traffic at the McCarran International Airport. Accordingly, in 
2010, the FAA suspended environmental work on the SNSA without identifying a date 
certain at which work would resume. As of November 2011, the precise location of any 
roadway, utilities, or other related infrastructure within this corridor has not been 
established. 
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DesertXpress Rail Project 
 On November 18, the BLM released the Record of Decision authorizing a right-of-way 

grant to DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC to construct and operate a high-speed passenger 
rail line between Victorville, California and Las Vegas, Nevada on public lands. The 
passenger rail line would be a fully grade-separated, dedicated double track passenger-
only railroad along a 200-mile corridor that would generally follow the route of I-15. The 
majority of the right-of-way would fall on previously disturbed lands and within existing 
energy production and utility corridors. 

 The project would also include construction of a passenger station in Victorville, 
California; a passenger station in Las Vegas, Nevada; a maintenance and operation 
facility in Victorville; an overnight maintenance and storage facility in the Las Vegas 
area; and associated ancillary facilities needed to maintain and operate the proposed rail 
line.  

 The Federal Railroad Administration, in cooperation with the BLM and the National Park 
Service, prepared an EIS to analyze the site-specific impacts of the proposed project on 
air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, water resources, geological resources 
and hazards, hazardous materials handling, land use, noise, and visual resources. The 
Federal Railroad Administration issued its Record of Decision on July 8, 2011.  

 The construction date for this project is unknown. The Federal Railroad Administration 
estimates that the project would create more than 45,000 construction-related and 722 
permanent operational jobs. Approximately 821 acres of public land are needed for the 
permanent right-of-way. An additional 95 acres would be needed for temporary 
construction use. The project also includes about 2,800 acres of private land. 

 Possible impacts of the DesertXpress project that may contribute to cumulative impacts 
include collisions with local animals (including representatives of sensitive species such 
as the desert tortoise), public safety impacts, surface hydrology impacts, and possible air 
quality impacts, during both the construction and operation phases.  

I-15 Joint Point of Entry  
 The State of California, acting through the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans), filed an application for the Joint Port of Entry (JPOE) project, which would be 
on 133 acres of public lands managed by the BLM Needles Field Office. The proposed 
JPOE inspection facility would be comprised of a commercial vehicle enforcement 
facility and an agricultural inspection facility between Nipton Road and Yates Well Road 
on southbound I-15, located in the Ivanpah Valley, just south of the California-Nevada 
State line. The Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility would be in operation 24 hours 
a day, seven days a week with the primary focus on inspection of vehicle equipment and 
loads. The Agricultural Inspection Facility would consist of six passenger vehicle and 
four truck lanes through the inspection facility. Upon completion of the project, all traffic 
entering California on southbound I-15 would be diverted through the JPOE. A decision 
record was issued on November 9, 2011. As of May 2012, construction has not begun.  

October 2012 4-91 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 4 

 This project may contribute to cumulative impacts to aesthetics and visual resources, air 
quality (short-term), cultural, geology, noise, and transportation and traffic. 

Kinder Morgan Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project  
 Calnev Pipe Line, LLC (Calnev), an operating partnership for Kinder Morgan Energy 

Partners, LP, proposes to replace and expand its refined petroleum products pipeline on 
the existing Calnev system. The 16-18 inch diameter, subsurface pipeline would run 
between the existing North Colton Terminal in the City of Colton, San Bernardino 
County, California, to Bracken Junction, located about 1.5 miles west of McCarran 
International Airport in the City of Las Vegas, Clark County, Nevada. In addition to 
pipeline construction, the project would require construction of tie-ins, laterals, a new 
pump station, a new junction, an electric substation, and upgrades to components of the 
existing Calnev system. Project construction is anticipated to be carried out within a 100-
foot-wide ROW (URS 2007, BLM 2008). Pipeline startup had been previously projected 
for late 2009 or early 2010, but the project currently remains in the Draft EIR/EIS stage 
of environmental analysis. A Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS/EIR was published 
in the Federal Register on March 23, 2012. A 90-day public comment period followed the 
publication. 

 This pipeline project may contribute to cumulative impacts to air quality, noise, 
hydrology, soils, and traffic during the construction phase and hazards impacts in the case 
of rupture and/or explosion during the operation phase.  

4.19.2.3 Other Actions to be Considered 

Pending Bureau of Land Management Solar and Wind Energy Projects  
 The BLM has received more than 300 applications for ROW authorizations for utility-

scale solar facilities on BLM-administered lands throughout the southwest. As of August 
15, 2011, the BLM had 79 pending applications for ROW authorizations for solar 
facilities (BLM 2011). The total acreage of BLM administered lands under pending 
applications is approximately 685,037 acres. In Nevada, there are 25 pending applications 
for ROW authorization on approximately 111,397 acres. There is one pending solar 
ROW application near the proposed Project that is currently under NEPA review. First 
Solar has requested a ROW authorization from the BLM Needles Field Office to 
construct, operate, maintain, and decommission a 300–MW PV solar generation project 
in Riverside County, California. The Stateline Solar Energy Project would be located on 
BLM-administered lands approximately 5 miles south of Primm, Nevada and would 
include access roads, PV arrays, an electrical substation, meteorological station, 
monitoring and maintenance facility, and a 2.3-mile generation tieline on approximately 
2,000 acres. 

 The BLM manages 20.6 million acres of public lands with wind potential and has 
authorized some 200 rights-of-way for the use of public lands for wind energy site testing 
or development. Of these, 31 development authorizations have a total installed capacity 
of some 440 MW. As of February 2012, the BLM has 40 pending wind energy 
development applications with a potential capacity of over 7,000 MW. In Nevada, as of 
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May 2012, there are two pending wind projects that would use a total of approximately 
1,445 acres of land and produce approximately 350 MW of electricity. There is one 
pending wind ROW application near the proposed Project that is currently under NEPA 
review.  The proposed site for the Table Mountain Wind Project is approximately 12 
miles northwest of Primm, NV.  There has been limited activity on this project since 
2008. 

 In addition, there are an unknown number of renewable energy development projects 
being proposed on private lands throughout the Southwest. Regional cumulative impacts 
could occur as a result of implementation of the proposed Project in conjunction with 
these solar, wind, or geothermal energy projects. 

 There are uncertainties in any large-scale, complex, and costly industrial project as it 
moves from concept toward realization. However, the level of uncertainties with some of 
the proposed renewable energy projects in the desert Southwest is unusually great. 
Cumulative analysis under NEPA requires consideration of the likelihood that the 
proposed projects actually will occur.  

 In addition, the proposed renewable energy projects, whether proposed on public or 
private land must successfully compete for Power Purchase Agreements with utility 
organizations that are working to meet their State-mandated Renewable Portfolio 
Standards.  

Pending Transmission Projects 
 Valley Electric Association (VEA) is proposing to upgrade its existing transmission lines 

in order to support the development of additional renewable resource generation facilities 
in Nevada. A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on 
October 11, 2011, which was followed by a 60-day scoping period ending on December 
12, 2011. The BLM is currently preparing an EIS to analyze VEA’s proposal. The 
proposal includes construction of approximately 53.7 miles of new 500 kV single-circuit 
transmission line from VEA’s proposed 10-acre 230/500 kV Tap Substation to the 
existing Eldorado Substation in the Eldorado Valley; approximately 9.7 miles of new 230 
kV single-circuit transmission line from the proposed Brightsource Hidden Hills Solar 
Project in Inyo County, California to the proposed Tap Substation; improvements to 
existing VEA facilities to accommodate the interconnections at VEA substations; 
installation of a buried 9.3 mile, 12-inch natural gas pipeline from the proposed solar 
plant in Inyo County, California to VEA’s existing 230 kV transmission; and installation 
of a 26 mile, 36-inch natural gas pipeline from its connection to the 12-inch line to the 
existing Kern River Gas Transmission pipeline. 

Programmatic Solar Environmental Impact Statement 
 The Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, Department of Energy, and the 

BLM has prepared a Solar Programmatic EIS to assess environmental impacts associated 
with the development and implementation of agency-specific programs that would 
facilitate environmentally responsible utility-scale solar energy development in six 
western states (California, Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Nevada, and Utah). On 
December 17, 2010, the Notice of Availability of the Draft Solar Programmatic EIS was 
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published in the Federal Register. Public comments were accepted through May 2, 2011, 
and more than 80,500 comments were received. The lead agencies analyzed the 
comments and made numerous adjustments to the Draft Programmatic EIS in response to 
the comments. A Supplemental Solar Programmatic EIS was issued on October 11, 2011, 
followed by a 90-day public comment period ending January 27, 2012. On April 20, 
2012, the BLM released documents supporting its effort to establish a Solar Energy 
Program through the Solar Programmatic EIS. The documents are intended to be a 
framework for developing a Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, a draft 
framework for developing Regional Mitigation Plans, and an updated version of the 
proposed programmatic design features.    

 The Supplemental Solar Programmatic EIS proposes incentives for solar developers who 
site projects in solar energy zones – offering reduced permitting times – and a sufficiently 
flexible variance process to allow development of well-sited projects outside of the 
zones. The BLM is continuing to process pending solar applications consistent with 
existing regulations and policies in the BLM’s recent Instruction Memoranda (IM 2011-
060 and 2011-061), and current interagency coordination practices with Department of 
Interior (DOI) agencies such as USFWS and National Park Service. The BLM defines 
“pending” applications as applications on file with the BLM before publication of the 
Supplement, including applications for lands with the proposed Solar Energy Zones filed 
before June 30, 2009.  

RMP Revision for the Las Vegas and Pahrump Field Offices 

 The BLM’s Las Vegas and Pahrump Field Offices are revising their 1998 Las Vegas 
RMP. This plan revision will be focused on resource issues that need clarification or 
adjustment, and emerging issues not addressed in the current plan that need new 
decisions and management guidance. The planning area is located in southern Nevada 
and includes all public lands managed by the Las Vegas Field Office within Clark County 
and all public lands managed by the Pahrump Field Office in southern Nye County, 
outside the Air Force’s Nellis Test and Training Range.  

 Along with the RMP, an EIS will be developed as part of the planning process to 
understand the effects of land management actions on resources found within the Field 
Offices as well as to public land users.  A Notice of Intent to prepare a revision of the 
RMP and conduct an EIS was published in the Federal Register on January 5, 2010. It is 
anticipated that the Draft RMP/EIS will be released later this year. 

Nomination of Ivanpah Valley ACEC 

 Basin and Range Watch nominated an ACEC to include a total of 129,379 acres in 
California and Nevada. The nominated area within Nevada is 98,300 acres. Basin and 
Range Watch identified their proposed ACEC as being important for several sensitive 
species. Their nomination states, “The Ivanpah Valley contains an important habitat that 
supports a variety of rare and important species as well as important visual and cultural 
resources. The Ivanpah Valley is also undergoing pressure to develop various land uses. 
Golden Eagle, Western Burrowing Owl, Peregrine Falcon, chuckwalla and Gila monster 
occur here, as well as many rare plants from Nevada and California.”  
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 To be eligible for designation as an ACEC, an area must meet the relevance and 
importance criteria described in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 and BLM Manual 1613.  

 BLM is including in this Supplemental EIS analysis of 40,180 acres of this nominated 
ACEC that was determined by a BLM interdisciplinary team to meet criteria for both 
relevance and importance (refer to Section 2.3.5). The remainder of the nominated area 
(89,199 acres in Nevada and California) will be assessed in coordination with applicable 
BLM California and Nevada offices in the LVFO RMP revision.  

4.19.3 Cumulative Impacts Analysis by Resource 

4.19.3.1 Air Quality and Climate 

Air quality impacts resulting from the Proposed Action would affect a geographic extent 
consistent with the area described in the 2010 Final EIS. Cumulative impacts would be limited to 
construction emissions since there would be negligible operating emissions. Construction 
impacts would be localized and of short duration; therefore, the CESA for construction air 
quality impacts includes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects within 1 mile of the 
proposed Project. Emissions would be generated from the following sources in the area: the 
Walter M. Higgins Generating Station, the existing railroad, Silver State North, the EITP, and 
the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. Additionally, only projects that are scheduled 
concurrently in the same area as the proposed Project are considered as possible contributors to 
cumulative impacts. All contributions to climate change associated with the emission of GHGs 
are inherently cumulative in nature. The long-term GHG emissions for the Proposed Action are 
negligible and the Proposed Action would provide long-term generation of essentially emissions-
free electricity. Most of the GHG emissions would be associated with construction activities, but 
when amortized over the lifetime of the Proposed Action these construction GHG emissions 
would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, cumulative GHG emissions impacts are not 
analyzed further. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action would be consistent with the cumulative impacts 
discussed in the Silver State Solar Energy Project 2010 Final EIS. Emissions would be localized 
to those locations under construction. Facilities such as the Walter M. Higgins Generating 
Station and the existing railroad are currently generating emissions, which are reflected in 
current ambient air conditions.  

Construction of the reasonably foreseeable projects within the same airshed (i.e., hydrographic 
areas [HAs] air basins 164A and 164B) as the proposed Project and in nearby portions of 
California would generate similar types of emissions and could contribute cumulatively to 
impacts to air quality. Table 4.19-2 provides the estimated daily emissions of the proposed 
Project and the other projects planned in the area for which data are available. 

Both the cumulative projects and the proposed Project would result in daily emissions of CO, 
PM10, VOCs and NOx. The proposed Project’s airsheds (HA 164A and 164 B) are considered in 
attainment for CO and PM10 criteria pollutants; however the airsheds are not considered in non-
attainment for Ozone. Together, these projects would result in a cumulative impact to air quality.  
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Table 4.19-2. Estimated Daily Emissions of the Proposed Project 

Criteria 
Pollutant 

Daily Emissions (lb/day) Attainment 
Status of Has 

164A and 164B 
(Clark County, 

NV) 

EITP Proposed 
Action 

Brightsource/ 
ISEGS 

Desert 
Xpress 

Calnev 

CA2 NV3 NV1 CA CA/NV CA2 NV3 

CO 893 728 162 509 63 63 1,358 Attainment 

NOx 1,791 1,381 160 500 309 4,720 2,654 N/A4 

VOCs 209 159 22 63 30 515 325 N/A4 

SO2 8 11 2.3 2 <5 5 3 Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

PM10 1,748 1,240 542 258 16 7,336 533 Attainment 

Notes: 
1 Construction for this project would only take place in Nevada 
2 Construction in the Mojave Desert Air Basin 
3 Construction in Clark County 
4 Area is designated as nonattainment for 8-hour ozone standard. NOx and VOCs are ozone precursors 
5 These calculations reflect maximum emissions during construction 

Key:  
CA = California 
CO = Carbon Monoxide 
HA = Hydrographic area 
lb/day = Pounds per day 
N/A = Not applicable 
NOx = Nitrogen oxides 
NV = Nevada 
PM10 = Particulate matter with a diameter of less than 10 micrometers 
SO2 = Sulfur Dioxide 
VOCs = Volatile organic compounds 

If the proposed Project was constructed concurrently with one or all of the Projects considered in 
this analysis, construction would result in a short-term, localized, and unavoidable impacts to air 
quality. 

Cumulative projects and the proposed Project would result in displacement of off-highway 
recreational vehicle (OHV) use from existing routes. These displaced OHV users would be 
expected to mostly use other existing nearby routes and potentially create some new routes. 
Increased use of existing routes could potentially widen them, resulting in increased localized 
fugitive dust emissions. Similarly, creation of new OHV routes where the terrain is currently 
vegetated or covered in cryptobiotic crust would also generate additional particulate emissions. 
However, this increase is expected to be incremental over existing conditions and would not 
constitute a cumulatively considerable impact.    
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Alternatives 

Alternatives C and D would cause fewer short-term air quality impacts than Alternative B due to 
their smaller areas of disturbance. Cumulative effects to air quality from displacement of OHV 
users would be similar to the proposed Project for Alternative C. The ACEC designated under 
Alternative D would not be expected to substantially change the level of intensity of recreational 
uses within that 40,180-acre area. Therefore, cumulative effects to air quality from displaced 
OHV use under Alternative D would also be similar to that described for Alternative B. 

4.19.3.2 Noise 

The only sensitive noise receptor in the CESA is the Desert Oasis apartment complex in Primm, 
NV.  Development within 2 miles of the Desert Oasis complex could contribute to increases in 
ambient noise levels. The Proposed Action has no adverse operational impacts from noise; 
therefore, only projects that could have concurrent construction periods are considered in this 
analysis. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Construction of the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project is estimated to begin in 2012 at a rate of 
about two miles per day in the vicinity of Primm; therefore, its potential noise impact to the 
Desert Oasis apartment complex would be for one or two days. Calnev would implement site-
specific noise mitigation measures (BLM 2009c, BLM 2008), and its construction would have 
little or no overlap with that of the proposed Project. Construction of the EITP (expected to 
commence 2012) would produce noise that would impact residents of the Desert Oasis apartment 
complex. The apartments are located between 50 and 100 feet from the EITP, which would result 
in noise levels between 83 and 79 dBA, respectively, during construction. The apartment 
complex is separated from potential construction activities by an 8-foot solid concrete block 
wall. Typically, such a wall provides a minimum 5 to 10 dBA noise level reduction, provided it 
blocks the line of sight between the noise source and receiver. This would result in estimated 
construction noise levels between 69 and 78 dBA. The duration of noise exposure would be 
limited to approximately 1 month when construction would be occurring in the vicinity of the 
Desert Oasis complex. However, there is a potential for concurrent construction of these projects 
which could result in a cumulative noise impact to residents of the Desert Oasis apartment 
complex. 

Noise generated by construction of the Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulative 
noise impacts at the Desert Oasis apartment complex due to the distance between that receptor 
and the proposed site relative to the distance between the apartment complex and the cumulative 
projects. Noise and vibration levels from the Proposed Action would be attenuated over distance 
and reduced to background levels at the closest sensitive receptor. Additionally, noise at any 
specific receptor is typically dominated by the closest and loudest equipment. If construction of 
the cumulative projects were concurrent with construction of the Proposed Action, the noise 
levels generated by the cumulative projects would exceed and drown out noise produced by 
construction of the Proposed Action. 
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Alternatives 

The cumulative impacts of Alternatives C and D would be consistent with those described for 
Alternative B. 

4.19.3.3 Geology, Topography, and Geologic Hazards 

The CESA for impacts to geology, topography and geologic hazards would be limited to projects 
in the Ivanpah Valley. Cumulative impacts to geology would be less than significant because the 
Proposed Action would result in less than significant impacts to geologic units or topography 
and, therefore, would not contribute substantially to cumulative impacts to geology and 
topography. The grading required for the Project would be minimized through the use of “disk 
and roll” techniques whereby the existing contours would be preserved over the majority of the 
site. Conventional grading would be limited to access roads, concrete equipment foundations 
(e.g., substations), and laydown areas. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Geologic hazards (such as ground shaking, earthquake-induced ground failure, and fault rupture) 
from the local and regional faults are impacts of the geologic environment on individual projects 
and would not introduce cumulatively considerable impacts. 

Alternatives 

The effects on geologic resources from Alternatives C and D would be similar to that of the 
Proposed Action because the alternatives would be located within the same proximity to regional 
faults and on the same geologic unit. Additionally, Alternatives C and D would be similarly 
designed to minimize alterations to topography. Therefore, cumulative impacts to geology, 
topography, and geologic hazards for Alternatives C and D would be less than substantial. 

4.19.3.4 Soil Resources 

The CESA for impacts to soils would be limited to projects in the Ivanpah Valley. Ongoing and 
foreseeable development throughout the cumulative effects area for soils is dominated by 
proposed renewable energy projects. As shown in Figure 4.19-1 and described in Table 4.19-1, 
additional renewable energy development is expected in the area. Other projects within the 
Ivanpah Valley that could contribute to cumulative effects include the EITP, the SNSA, the 
Calnev Pipeline Expansion, the DesertXpress rail line, the Desert Stateline Solar Project, the 
Ivanpah Valley ACEC and the Jean Prison WWTP. The SNSA is still in the planning phase and, 
if built, would not be completed until 2020; therefore, it could only contribute to impacts during 
Project operations. The Ivanpah Valley ACEC would have beneficial impacts to soil resources. 
The other projects could have overlapping construction schedules; therefore, they could 
contribute to cumulative impacts during Project construction, as well as during operations. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Of the projects that exist or are currently under construction, approximately 4,339 acres of soils 
have been disturbed. If all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects including Alternative B of 
the proposed Project are built, an additional 15,061 acres of soils would be disturbed. This 
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acreage is based on the ROW applications for these projects and is likely an over-estimation of 
the final disturbance acreage, as undisturbed area is often left within a ROW.  

Ground disturbance could impact biological soil crusts in the areas that are graded or vegetation 
is removed. This is an unavoidable consequence of ground disturbance in this type of 
environment. Cumulative projects taking place in the Ivanpah Valley would also result in the 
destruction of biological soil crusts where ground disturbing activities take place. The combined 
acreage of all cumulative projects would result in a cumulative impact to biological soils in the 
Ivanpah Valley. 

Cumulative projects and the proposed Project would result in displacement of off-highway 
recreational vehicle (OHV) use from existing routes. These displaced OHV users would be 
expected to mostly use other existing nearby routes and potentially create some new routes. 
Increased use of existing routes could potentially widen them, resulting in increased localized 
impacts to soil erosion and loss of cryptobiotic crust. However, this increase is expected to be 
incremental over existing conditions and would not constitute a cumulatively considerable 
impact.  

All other foreseeable construction projects in the cumulative effects area for soils would also be 
required by law to implement similar control measures to prevent erosion. However, the total 
area affected by the other foreseeable projects would contribute to an overall cumulative impact 
to soil resources over the life of the Project. On a local scale, the cumulative effects could be 
large given the amount of vegetation clearing and grading; however, on a broader regional basis, 
the cumulative impact would not be considerable, amounting to an effective loss of more than 
15,000 acres1, of which about 3,855 acres would be the result of the Silver State South project. 

Alternatives 

Alternatives C and D would produce cumulative effects on soils similar to those described in 
Alternative B, with the exception of the flood control system. Alternative C would involve 
several diversion berms (each 10 feet high), debris basins, and level spreader detention basins, 
and would disturb an area of 2,515 acres. Alternative D would involve detention basins and 
drainage channels, and would disturb an area of 3,091 acres. This decrease in the number of 
disturbed acres for Alternatives C and D would incrementally reduce the cumulative effects to 
soils described for Alternative B. Cumulative effects to soils from displacement of OHV users 
under Alternative C would be similar to Alternative B. The ACEC designated under Alternative 
D would require recreational users to remain on existing trails within that 40,180-acre area. This 
would result in an unknown level of reduced impacts to soils as compared to Alternative B and 
C, under which creation of new trails in this area would be less restricted. Therefore, cumulative 
effects to soils from displaced OHV use under Alternative D would somewhat less than that 
described for Alternative B. 

                                                 
1 This is based off of acreages available for cumulative projects (Silver State North, EITP, ISEGS, SNSA, 
DesertXpress, Desert Stateline Solar, Iberdrola Wind and Table Mountain). It would be expected that the actual 
amount of acreage disturbed would be higher than this estimation. 
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4.19.3.5 Water Resources/Hydrology 

The CESA for hydrology and water quality includes the watersheds and subwatersheds of the 
Ivanpah Valley. Ongoing and foreseeable development throughout the cumulative effects area 
for hydrology and water quality is dominated by proposed renewable energy projects (as shown 
in Figure 4.19-1 and described in Table 4.19-1). Other projects within the watersheds that could 
contribute to cumulative effects include the EITP, the SNSA, the Calnev Pipeline Expansion, the 
DesertXpress rail line, Desert Stateline Solar Project, the Ivanpah Valley ACEC and the Jean 
Prison WWTP. The airport is still in the planning phase and, if built, would not be completed 
until 2020. The Ivanpah Valley ACEC would have beneficial impacts to water resources and 
hydrology. Only operational impacts from the SNSA would contribute to cumulative hydrologic 
impacts. The other projects could have overlapping construction schedules; therefore, they could 
contribute to cumulative impacts during Project construction. These projects may include the 
DesertXpress, EITP, and other solar projects listed in Table 4.19-1. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Use of Groundwater 
The proposed Project would use at least 600 acre-feet of water during the three-year construction 
period, with no more than 200 acre-feet used in any one year. Following construction, O&M 
water requirements would be 21 acre-feet per annum for the proposed 30-year life of the project. 
The source of this water would be from two wells drilled on the proposed Project site. The 
foreseeable solar projects within the Ivanpah Valley are shown in Figure 4.19-1 and described in 
Table 4.19-1.  

Within the cumulative analysis area, the foreseeable solar projects2 would occupy over 10,700 
acres, with 3,855 acres of disturbance from the proposed Project. The ISEGS and Silver State 
North are the only projects within the Ivanpah Valley that have completed environmental 
analyses. ISEGS, an almost 4,000-acre facility, has estimated that it would use 400 acre-feet of 
water during its four-year construction period (or approximately 100 afy) and 77 afy during 
operations. ISEGS would draw its water from two wells located close to its site (BLM and CEC 
2009). Water requirements for Silver State North are estimated at about 21 afy for the life of the 
project. Using 100 afy per 1,000 acres as an estimate for dust control requirements, and assuming 
a comparable annual water usage per acre during construction of the foreseeable solar projects, 
these projects would need at least 500 afy during construction.  

The estimated perennial yield for Basin 164A is 700 AFA and the committed use is 2108 AFA. 
Without knowing the water sources for many of the foreseeable projects, it is not possible to 
assess the magnitude of the impacts; however, if all the water needed to support the foreseeable 
projects were drawn from the same water table, this would cause a cumulative impact. However, 
the water used for the proposed Project would be small in comparison to the withdrawal 
parameters from the LVVWD and would not alter groundwater volume within the local basins; 
therefore, it would not contribute to a considerable cumulative impact under this criterion. 

The proposed Project would result in less than 200 acres (0.3 square mile) of impervious 
surfaces. The proposed Project would be in the Ivanpah Valley groundwater basin which covers 

                                                 
2 Projects included: Silver State North, EITP, ISEGS, First Solar, and Silver State South. 
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637 square miles, which is largely undeveloped. The area covered by the impervious surfaces of 
the proposed Project would be less than 0.05% of these basins. There could be as many as 10,700 
acres of new renewable energy facilities in the Ivanpah Valley, including the 3,855 acres that 
would be disturbed by the proposed Project, all built on previously undisturbed land. The other 
foreseeable projects could result in the construction of hundreds to thousands of acres of 
impervious or semi-impervious surfaces. This could result in significant cumulative alteration of 
groundwater recharge locally. However, the area of new impervious surfaces of the proposed 
Project would be small in reference to the size of the recharge area and it would not alter 
groundwater recharge within the local basins, so it would not contribute considerably to the 
cumulative impact. 

Groundwater Quality 
Although hazardous material spills can occur on any construction site, the Applicant would 
implement many programs and measures to reduce the potential for a spill and to address spills 
that occur. These include emergency release response procedures to address any potential release 
of hazardous materials. Since the proposed Project would store quantities of insulating mineral 
oil at the transformers, SPCC plans would be required. 

All foreseeable construction projects would also be required by law to implement a SWPPP and 
would likely have the same type of hazardous materials management programs as the Applicant. 
All other foreseeable projects that would have aboveground oil storage capacity greater than 
1,320 U.S. gallons, or completely buried oil storage capacity greater than 42,000 U.S. gallons, 
would be required by law to implement a SPCC plan. With successful implementation of the 
spill prevention measures, any release from either the proposed Project or any foreseeable project 
would have short-term and localized effects. Given the depth to groundwater in the area and the 
requirements for spill prevention and cleanup, considerable cumulative impacts to water quality 
would not be likely. Therefore, it is unlikely that there would be a significant cumulative impact 
to water quality that would result in degradation of groundwater quality. 

Surface Water Quality 
The estimated total land disturbance from the proposed Project would be 3,855 acres. During 
construction of the proposed Project, the Applicant would implement the required SWPPP and 
BMPs required by the General Permit. This would help ensure appropriate erosion control 
measures were used during construction to potentially keep on-site or off-site siltation or erosion 
within acceptable limits. 

All other foreseeable construction projects would also be required by law to implement a SWPPP 
to prevent erosion. Therefore, there would not be a considerable cumulative impact to erosion in 
the cumulative effects area. 

Flooding Hazards 
The Applicant conducted hydrologic modeling for the proposed Project site. Under proposed 
mitigation measures, the Applicant would design project facilities to mitigate flood risk and take 
an adaptive management approach whereby flood risks would be reassessed throughout the life 
of the Project. The other foreseeable projects would be constructed on alluvial fans and alluvium 
on the valley floors, and other foreseeable projects would be required to take similar measures to 
reduce the potential adverse effects of flood events; therefore, the potential cumulative risks 
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would be reduced. It is assumed that all foreseeable projects will perform the appropriate 
hydrologic modeling to site their facilities in the areas with lowest flood risk and their structures 
will be designed to accommodate a 100-year, 24-hour flood event. Therefore, there would not be 
a significant cumulative impact to flood risks. 

Jurisdictional Waters 
The proposed Project would not impact jurisdictional waters.  

Alternatives  

As noted in Section 4.6, the USACE identified a portion of Alternative C within the 
jurisdictional waters of the United States. As a result, Alternative C could cause a cumulative 
impact to jurisdictional waters when combined with other projects that could affect Ivanpah Lake 
including ISEGS, DesertXpress, Desert Stateline Solar Project, EITP, and Calnev Pipeline 
Expansion Project. Increased sedimentation and degraded water quality would be the primary 
cumulative impacts of these projects to jurisdictional waters. It is assumed that the other projects 
identified in the cumulative projects scenario would be required to adhere to similar 
requirements if the projects affect waters of the United States. 

Alternative D would have impacts consistent with Alternative B. Alternative D would not impact 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S.  

4.19.3.6 Biological Resources 

Vegetation and Special Status Plant Species 

The CESA for vegetation and special status plant species is defined as the Ivanpah Valley as 
confined by the Spring Mountains, Clark Mountains, Lucy Gray Mountains, and New York 
Mountains. This reflects the natural watershed boundaries and encompasses the local range of 
species that may be affected by the proposed Project and other projects.  

Of the projects that exist or are currently under construction, approximately 4,339 acres of 
Mojave Desert vegetation has been lost or heavily disturbed. If all reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative projects including Alternative B of the proposed Project be built, an additional 
15,061 acres of Mojave Desert vegetation would be lost or disturbed. This acreage is based on 
the ROW applications for these projects and is likely an over-estimation of the final disturbance 
acreage, as undisturbed area is often left within a ROW.  

The JPOE is likely to have little impact to vegetation as much of the area it is proposed to be 
constructed contains little to no vegetation. Additionally, the Calnev pipeline expansion is 
anticipated to result in minimal impacts to vegetation as it is located in a previously disturbed 
ROW. The Ivanpah Valley ACEC would have beneficial impacts to biological resources. All 
other cumulative projects are proposed to be constructed in previously undisturbed or mostly 
undisturbed areas.  

It is assumed that all projects would utilize BMPs to minimize impacts to vegetation and to 
protect sensitive species. These BMPs would include salvage and transplantation of cactus, 
yucca, and sensitive species or seed collection from species unsuitable for transplantation. 
Biological monitoring to assist with protection of these species is likely to be required for all 
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projects. All projects will be required to minimize the potential for the introduction and/or spread 
of noxious weeds. 

The Eldorado-Ivanpah transmission project is the only project which crosses known occupied 
habitat for the white-margined beardtongue. This project will have biological monitors on site 
during ground-disturbing activities to minimize impacts to this species. No other projects 
considered in this cumulative analysis are known to potentially impact any special status species. 
It is assumed that any project within the range and potentially suitable habitat of a special status 
or listed species would conduct appropriate field surveys and implement mitigation measures as 
necessary to reduce impacts to special status and listed species. 

Designation of the 40,180-acre ACEC under Alternative D would require the lands to be 
managed for the white-margined penstemon and desert tortoise and would reduce the amount of 
native vegetation that may be affected by future ground-disturbing actions. The ACEC would 
exclude large site-type ROWs (greater than 5 acres) and be considered a linear ROW avoidance 
area. It would encompass 13,795 acres of suitable habitat for the white-margined penstemon, 
which would benefit from reductions in the types and extent of future ground-disturbing actions. 
This ACEC designation would offset some of the adverse cumulative impacts of other projects 
on vegetation and special status plant species. 

Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Species 

The CESA for wildlife and special status wildlife species is defined as the Ivanpah Valley as 
confined by the Spring Mountains, Clark Mountains, Lucy Gray Mountains, and New York 
Mountains. This reflects the natural watershed boundaries and encompasses the local range of 
species that may be affected by the proposed Project and other projects.  

Of the cumulative projects that exist or are currently under construction within the CESA, 
approximately 4,339 acres of Mojave Desert vegetation has been lost or disturbed. Should the 
reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects including Alternative B of the proposed Project be 
built, an additional 15,061 acres would be lost or disturbed. This acreage is based on the ROW 
applications for these projects and likely does not reflect the final disturbance acreage.  

The JPOE is likely to have little impact to wildlife as much of the area it is proposed to be 
constructed contains little to no vegetation and, thus, little to no habitat for wildlife species. 
Additionally, the Calnev pipeline expansion is anticipated to result in minimal impacts to 
vegetation as it is located in a previously disturbed ROW. All other cumulative projects are 
proposed to be constructed in previously undisturbed areas. 

Through construction of these projects, habitat would become further fragmented and migration 
corridors could become compromised. The combination of the Ivanpah and Stateline solar 
energy projects may greatly restrict desert tortoise movement on the western side of I-15 within 
the Ivanpah Valley. 

All cumulative projects would temporarily impact wildlife species during construction as a result 
of vibration and noise disturbance. Further, increased traffic during construction would increase 
the potential for collisions between wildlife and vehicles. This risk would be most prevalent 
during construction as the majority of the cumulative projects have limited site use for operation 
and maintenance. Two exceptions to this are the JPOE and the Southern Nevada Supplemental 
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Airport. It is anticipated that these facilities would be suitably fenced to reduce the potential of 
wildlife-vehicle collisions. However, noise impacts would continue throughout the life of these 
projects. Visual, noise, and vibration disturbance as a result of aircraft take-offs and landings 
would likely alter the behavior of wildlife throughout the Ivanpah Valley. Bighorn sheep may 
avoid the mountains immediately surrounding the valley as would raptors that previously would 
have nested in the area. 

It is assumed that all projects would utilize BMPs similar to those listed in Section 4.7.2.4 to 
minimize impacts to wildlife and to protect sensitive species. Among the mitigation measures 
assumed to be implemented would be the requirement of biological monitors during ground-
disturbing activities. Monitors would reduce the potential for direct loss of special status species, 
especially desert tortoise, due to crushing or vehicle impact. It is assumed that monitors would 
conduct clearance surveys prior to initiation of construction activities. 

The Iberdrola and Table Mountain wind projects would have greater impacts to birds and bats 
than would the other cumulative projects. Large-scale wind turbines are known to result in 
frequent impacts with birds and bats. At this time, it is unknown as to what mitigation measures 
these projects intend to implement to minimize the potential injury or mortality of these species. 

Designation of the 40,180-acre ACEC under Alternative D would restrict OHV use to existing 
routes and would reduce the risk of collisions with desert tortoises and other wildlife. Avoidance 
of linear ROWs and exclusion of ROWs for large sites (over 5 acres) would limit the amount of 
proposed development within the Ivanpah Valley and reduce the potential for future habitat 
fragmentation for all wildlife. This ACEC designation would offset some of the adverse 
cumulative impacts of other projects on wildlife and special status animal species. 

4.19.3.7 Cultural Resources 

Over time, cultural resources are subject to slow degradation as cultures change, and 
archaeological and historical sites weather and erode. Prior development of various types of 
projects has degraded and destroyed cultural resources as well. Indirect impacts on cultural 
resources can result from degrading the setting of a historic property and incidental damage to 
cultural sites as a result of increased public access to previously inaccessible areas.  

Unknown, unrecorded cultural resources may be found almost any development site. It is not 
known what, if any, cultural resources would be affected by development of all present and 
future projects within the area. However, it is reasonable to assume that cultural resources could 
exist and could be expected to be uncovered at some of these sites. As would occur during this 
project, should cultural resources be discovered during the construction of current and future 
projects, they would be subject to legal requirements designed to protect them and reduce 
impacts.  

Based on the location of the proposed Project and the results of the cultural resource study that 
was conducted, the potential for cumulative impacts to archaeological and historic sites as a 
result of the construction of this Project is considered to be low. The Project is located in an area 
with low site density which is currently accessible by the public. Because the region consists 
mostly of federal land managed by the BLM, any future projects will be required to identify any 
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historic properties that would be affected, and any adverse effects to cultural resources would be 
mitigated. 

4.19.3.8 Paleontological Resources 

Since the paleontological analysis concluded that the Proposed Action would result in no impact 
to paleontological resources, there would be no cumulative impacts; however, mitigation 
measure MM PALEO-1 would be implemented to ensure that, in the event significant 
subsurface paleontological resources are identified during construction, they would be addressed 
according to the stipulations of the BLM. Similar measures are typically required for other 
projects, limiting their potential impacts to paleontological resources. The effects on 
paleontological resources from Alternative C and D would be the same as the Proposed Action in 
that there would be no cumulative impacts. 

4.19.3.9 Lands and Realty 

The CESA for lands and realty is the Ivanpah Valley. Land use policies and plans within which 
could be cumulatively affected by the proposed Project and other projects within the CESA 
include management policies of the Jean/Roach Lake and Ivanpah Dry Lake SRMAs. Projects 
considered for the cumulative impact analysis which may contribute include the Silver State 
Solar North Project, EITP, the Desert Stateline Solar Project, SNSA, DesertXpress Passenger 
Train, Molycorp Mine, and Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

The proposed Project may cumulatively affect existing land use policies and plans as it would 
restrict approximately 3,855 acres of land within the 216,300-acre Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. 
Currently, approximately 8,626 acres3 of existing or reasonably foreseeable projects would 
restrict recreation use in the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. Removing the acreage of the proposed 
Project from the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA through a LVFO RMP amendment would reduce the 
229,155 acres4 of Jean/Roach Lake and Ivanpah Dry Lake SRMAs managed for recreation use. 
The LVFO is currently revising their RMP, which will consolidate guidance and update 
objectives based on resource issues that need clarification or adjustment. Revisions to the 
management objectives within Ivanpah Valley could further contribute to the cumulative effects.  

Alternatives 

Cumulative effects would be similar between alternatives B, C, and D as all three are located 
entirely within the SRMA. Differences between the alternatives include their acreages and 
footprint configurations. These are described in detail in Section 4.11, Lands and Realty of this 
document. Alternative D also includes the designation of a 40,180-acre ACEC which would 
exclude large site-type ROWs (greater than 5 acres) and be considered a linear ROW avoidance 
area. While the designation would not affect current ROWs, it would restrict and/or limit future 
development within the ACEC. 

                                                 
3 Projects included: Silver State Solar North, El Dorado Ivanpah Transmission Line, Molycorp mine, and Ivanpah 
Valley Airport 
4 Jean/Roach Lake and Ivanpah Dry Lake SRMAs 
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4.19.3.10 Special Management Areas 

The CESA for the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to SMAs is the Ivanpah 
Valley. Potential cumulative impacts to SMAs in the Ivanpah Valley include Jean/Roach Lake 
and Ivanpah Dry Lake SRMAs, Ivanpah DWMA, Mojave National Preserve, and South 
McCullough Wilderness. Potential cumulative impacts to the Jean/Roach Lake and Ivanpah 
SRMAs are described in Section 4.19.3.9, Lands and Realty, above. As discussed in Section 
4.12, Special Management Area, potential impacts to the other SMAs would be mitigated and 
would therefore not contribute to cumulative impacts. Under alternatives, B, C, and D, the BLM 
would amend the LVFO RMP to remove the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA designation and change 
the VRM Class III to Class IV within the Project footprint. BLM is also revising the LVFO 
RMP, through which they will consolidate guidance and update objectives based on resource 
issues that need clarification or adjustment. Based on the increase in energy, transportation, and 
industrial development in Ivanpah Valley, the BLM may adjust the management objectives in the 
area which may increase cumulative effects to SMAs.  

Designation of a 40,180-acre ACEC under Alternative D may also increase cumulative effects to 
SMAs by increasing restrictions on recreation within these areas. These additional restrictions 
could displace OHV riders to areas outside of the ACEC, and potentially to other SMAs within 
the CESA. It is impossible to predict with any certainty the areas to which displaced OHV riders 
will relocate, however this displacement could increase adverse effects to sensitive resources 
within SMAs within the Ivanpah Valley. 

4.19.3.11 Recreation 

The CESA for recreation is defined as the Ivanpah Valley. The analysis considers the recreation 
activities within the valley and the potential projects which would restrict or change recreation 
uses or conflict with current management plans or policies. The proposed Project is located 
entirely within the 216,300-acre Jean/Roach Lake SRMA. The SRMA is managed by BLM “for 
intensive recreation opportunities, including competitive off-road vehicle (in accordance with the 
USFWS Biological Opinion) and other recreation events, as well as dispersed recreation use and 
commercial activities”. Although OHV use is allowed in other areas within the Eldorado Valley, 
this SRMA is the only public land within Ivanpah Valley which is managed specifically for 
intensive OHV use, and is used regularly by competitive OHV event organizers. While the 
Ivanpah Dry Valley SRMA is located immediately south of the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA, it is not 
managed for OHV use, instead it is managed for non-motorized vehicles. Projects considered for 
the cumulative impact analysis which may contribute to recreational impacts include the Silver 
State Solar North Project, EITP, SNSA, DesertXpress Passenger Train, and Calnev Pipeline 
Expansion Project. These projects are located within the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA and would 
restrict OHV use within their footprints. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Alternatives B, C, and D would all restrict (to varying degrees) OHV use within the Jean/Roach 
Lake SRMA. The footprints of these facilities are 3,855 acres, 2,515 acres, and 3,091 acres, 
respectively and each configuration is slightly different. When considered cumulatively with the 
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8,626 acres5 of other projects, up to 6 percent of the Jean/Roach Lake SRMA would be restricted 
from OHV use. The proponent has committed to allowing access to the Lucy Gray Mountains 
through the use of their Project access road, located outside of the perimeter fence, which would 
allow the organized competitive OHV organizers to apply for recreational use permits with 
similar race courses used in the past. The designation of a 40,180-acre ACEC under Alternative 
D would place addition restrictions on recreation within the Ivanpah Valley. These additional 
restrictions could displace OHV riders to areas outside of the ACEC. The recreational carrying 
capacity of these outside areas is not known, and it is possible that the displacement and resulting 
increase in use could reduce the quality of recreational experiences. 

BLM is also revising the LVFO RMP, through which they will consolidate guidance and update 
objectives based on resource issues that need clarification or adjustment. Based on the increase 
in energy, transportation, and industrial development in Ivanpah Valley, BLM may adjust the 
management objectives in the area which may further restrict, or allow more OHV use in 
Ivanpah Valley. 

4.19.3.12 Visual Resources 

Impacts resulting from construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of the 
proposed Project could result in a cumulative effect on visual resources in combination with 
other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions within the Ivanpah Valley. The 
geographic scope for the analysis of the proposed Project's contribution to cumulative impacts to 
visual resources includes all projects within the Ivanpah Valley. Existing projects within the 
same viewshed as the proposed Project include Silver State Solar North, Walter M. Higgins 
Power Generation Station, El Dorado-Ivanpah Transmission Line, Ivanpah Substation, a 
wastewater treatment plant near Jean, and the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generation System. The 
reasonably foreseeable future actions (RFFAs) within the same viewshed as the proposed Project 
include the Ivanpah Valley Airport, Desert Express Passenger Train, Joint Point of Entry, Calnev 
Pipeline Expansion, First Solar PV, Iberdola Wind, and the Table Mountain Wind projects. 
BLM’s Las Vegas and Pahrump Field Offices are currently revising their 1998 Las Vegas RMP 
which will also affect visual resources within the Ivanpah Valley.  

The RFFAs within the Ivanpah Valley would have similar visual effects as compared to the 
proposed Project (i.e. introduced contrast would affect scenic quality and sensitive viewers) and 
would modify the landscape generally at a similar scale to the proposed Project, requiring 
clearing, grading, and additional structures/facilities. These projects, excluding the proposed 
Project, would occupy approximately 11,206 acres. However, the revision to the Las Vegas 
RMP, a RFFA, would affect how lands would be managed in terms of visual resources which 
may ultimately dictate future development for BLM lands within the Ivanpah Valley and 
adjacent mountain ranges. In this regard, development near the proposed Project has already 
altered the landscape setting of the Ivanpah Valley and generally includes I-15; the Walter M. 
Higgins Power Generation Station; several existing 500 kV (EHV) transmission lines, corridors, 
and substation(s); ; the wastewater treatment plant in Jean, Nevada; and mixed-use development 
in Primm, Nevada. These developments have resulted in numerous man-made modifications to 

                                                 
5 Includes: Silver State Solar North Project, EITP, SNSA, Desert Xpress Passenger Train, and Calnev Pipeline 
Expansion Project. 
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the natural landscape both on and off BLM-administered lands, thereby cumulatively increasing 
contrasts to the natural form, line, color, and texture of natural landscape features and supporting 
the proposed Project RMP amendment to reclassify the development site from VRM Class III to 
Class IV.   

According to the latest VRI developed for the Southern Nevada DO (BLM March 2011), 
existing Scenic Quality units within the cumulative effects study area include Class C landscapes 
such as Ivanpah Valley, Eldorado Valley, Las Vegas Valley, and Sheep Mountain. Class B 
scenery within the study area include Mesquite Valley, Goodsprings Valley, Bird Spring, 
McCullough Range, Lucy Grey Mountains, and Spring Mountains.  Current and future projects 
would incrementally modify the setting in a similar manner including introducing strong 
geometric lines and forms and removing substantial large blocks of vegetation. Therefore, the 
proposed Project in context with past, present and RFFAs would add incrementally to the 
industrial or developed landscape character within and adjacent to the Ivanpah Valley.  The 
scenic quality for the lands in which the projects are being proposed, would be further degraded 
and therefore the intrinsic aesthetic value of affected landscapes would be substantially reduced.  

Many of the projects being described in context with the cumulative effects analysis have, or 
would have the potential to result in adverse impacts to KOPs given the high visibility afforded 
by the Basin and Range Province (Section 3.12.1, Visual Character).  KOPs identified within the 
Ivanpah Valley are generally related to travel routes, recreation areas, special management areas, 
and residences as described in Section 3.12.3, Key Observation Points. Sensitivity levels 
potentially affected by past, present, and RFFA include moderate sensitivity travel routes and 
recreation areas such as I-15, SR 161, Cottonwood Valley Road, and Bird Spring. Recreation or 
visitor areas associated with high sensitivity include the McCullough Range and Goodsprings 
(historic mining/ghost town).  

Existing development within the study area has resulted in landscape modifications which are 
viewed by travel route, recreation, and residential viewers; however, RFFAs would introduce 
additional landscape, vegetation, and structure contrast into the viewshed. Such RFFAs would 
therefore increase visual impacts to KOPs (e.g., travel routes, recreation areas, and residences) 
because form, line, color, and texture of existing features would become more dominant from 
these locations.   

Designing proposed and future actions to reduce the amount of formal geometries typically 
associated with solar or wind fields, (i.e., instead of square blocks make them more irregular) 
and reducing soil contrast (which could mitigate long term dust and visibility issues) would assist 
to partially reduce cumulative effects that would occur as a result of the proposed Project’s and 
pending projects’ contribution to visual resource effects in this region.  

Alternatives 

Alternatives C and D would require a smaller footprint than Alternative B, but would be located 
in the same area with the same VRI; therefore, cumulative impacts to visual resources associated 
with the project development under Alternatives C and D would be similar to Alternative B. The 
designation of a 40,180 acres ACEC under Alternative D would exclude large site-type ROWs 
(greater than 5 acres) and be considered a linear ROW avoidance area. These restrictions would 
further reduce cumulative impacts by limiting future development and landscape modifications 
within the Ivanpah Valley. 
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4.19.3.13 Transportation/ Motorized Vehicle Access 

Traffic impacts of the proposed Project would be limited to the regional freeways and local roads 
that comprise the local transportation network; therefore, the geographic area analyzed for 
cumulative traffic and transportation impacts is the road network within the Ivanpah Valley. The 
Proposed Action would potentially impact traffic and transportation systems by increasing the 
volume of traffic during the construction phase of the proposed Project. Because impacts to 
traffic and transportation would result primarily from construction-related activities, this analysis 
is limited to cumulative projects that would have concurrent construction schedules. 

Ongoing and foreseeable development throughout the cumulative effects area for traffic and 
transportation is dominated by proposed renewable energy projects. As shown in Figure 4.19-1 
and described in Table 4.19-1, additional renewable energy development is expected in the area. 
Based on the number of projects planned for the area, it is reasonable to assume that some would 
be constructed concurrently with the Proposed Action. Other projects in the vicinity of I-15 that 
may be potentially constructed concurrently with the Proposed Action include the Calnev 
Pipeline Expansion Project, the EITP, and the DesertXpress rail line. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Most local roads in the cumulative effects area are infrequently used and would not be adversely 
affected by a temporary increase in road traffic. Construction of the proposed Project would 
increase use of I-15 by a maximum of 8606 vehicle trips. Northbound I-15 experiences periods 
of heavy use on Friday from approximately noon to 10:00 p.m. due to motorists traveling 
between the Las Vegas and Los Angeles areas. The proposed Project, ISEGS, the Desert 
Stateline Solar Project, the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project, the EITP, and the DesertXpress 
High-Speed Rail Project would all be located near the I-15 corridor. It is likely that during 
certain periods, construction of these projects would have overlapping schedules. MM TRAN-1 
requires the Applicant to develop a Traffic Management Plan, which would likely be required of 
the cumulative projects listed above. With concurrent construction, the number of vehicles using 
I-15 would increase and would adversely impact traffic load and LOS on I-15 on Fridays from 
noon to 10:00 p.m. The proposed Project would only contribute a maximum of 860 vehicle trips 
per day during the as yet unspecified height of construction activities and would minimize 
impacts through use of a Traffic Management Plan. However, the Proposed Action’s incremental 
effect would result in a considerable cumulative impact to traffic on I-15 based on the current 
LOS and usage; therefore, mitigation would be necessary. 

MM TRAN-1 will require the Applicant to limit the use of northbound I-15 on Fridays from 
noon to 10:00 p.m. This will require using alternative routes or planning sufficiently such that 
vehicular use of the I-15 off ramp would be limited to fewer than 15 vehicles every 15 minutes. 
Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the proposed Project’s incremental 
contribution. 

                                                 
6 This assumes the construction of the proposed Project would use the same number of workers as were proposed for 
the original Silver State Solar Energy Project.  
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Alternatives 

Alternatives C and D would require a smaller footprint than Alternative B, but would be located 
in the same area and would require the same road usage during construction; therefore, 
cumulative impacts associated with Alternatives C and D would be the same as the Alternative 
B. 

4.19.3.14 Human Health and Safety/Hazardous Materials 

Impacts to hazards and hazardous materials caused by the Proposed Action would generally be 
limited to the proposed Project site and land directly adjacent to the site because impacts would 
result from incidents associated with hazardous materials during construction or maintenance 
activities. Cumulative impacts could generally occur during construction and operation and 
would be limited to the areas of concurrent construction or maintenance. However, the potential 
displacement of recreational users associated with the Project and other cumulative projects 
could potentially bring incompatible recreational uses (e.g., shooting and OHV or hiking) 
together more frequently. These interactions would increase the likelihood of an accident 
resulting in injury or fatality.  

Regarding cumulative environmental contamination impacts, the proposed Project’s contribution 
to a cumulative impact would only be considered significant if it combined with other projects to 
result in substantial volumes of contaminated soil that required off-site treatment and that, as a 
combined volume, exceeded the capacity of available treatment facilities or resulted in 
substantial exposure of hazardous materials to the public. For the reasons discussed below, the 
proposed Project would not contribute to considerable cumulative impacts. 

Hazardous Materials, Spills, and Potential Exposures 

Construction and operational activities associated with the Proposed Action could result in 
releases of hazardous materials in localized areas on the proposed Project site. The Applicant 
would implement a number of programs and measures to reduce the potential for a spill and to 
address spills that occur. Given the small quantities of materials to be used during construction 
and operations, any spill would be small and would be readily cleaned up using the Applicant’s 
plans. Since any spills would likely be small, localized, and cleaned up, there would not be the 
potential for impacts of the proposed Project to combine with impacts of other projects, and there 
would not be a considerable cumulative impact. 

There is currently no evidence to suggest that on-site soils or groundwater are contaminated, 
however, sampling and characterization has not been conducted and mining activity has been 
reported within the site boundaries. Because any soil contamination encountered would be 
removed and/or remediated prior to construction, impacts of the Proposed Action would not 
combine with impacts of other projects, and there would not be a considerable cumulative effect. 

Fire Hazards 

Wildfire risks during construction and operation are associated with the combustion of native 
materials due to smoking, refueling, sparks from welding, and operating vehicles and other 
equipment off roadways. Brushing activities for vegetation control and removal during 
construction could result also in fire. These risks would be associated with construction of the 
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proposed Project and large foreseeable projects including ISEGS, Desert Stateline Solar Project, 
DesertXpress, the Calnev Pipeline Expansion Project, and the EITP. The Ivanpah Valley in 
California has a moderate fire risk. In Nevada, the fire risk outside of Primm is not known. The 
fire risk in the city of Primm is known through evaluation of adjacent, local fire history in 
Nevada and California. Primm may have high to extreme fire risk in the presence of a large 
annual grass fuel load, but it is likely to have low risk in the absence of annual grass fuels. 
Concurrent construction of the foreseeable construction in the vicinity could increase the fire 
risks due to construction activities, electrical infrastructure, and potential spread of non-native 
species that provide greater fuel loads. However, each project would likely implement its own 
fire management program to reduce the potential risk of fires. Therefore, there would not be a 
considerable cumulative impact. 

Alternatives 

Potential human health and safety effects that would result from the construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of Alternatives C and D would be as described for to those identified for the 
Alternative B due to the similarities in the construction and O&M practices for both alternatives. 

4.19.3.15 Socioeconomics 

The socioeconomic potential impacts of the proposed Project would be limited to the local and 
regional economy within the Ivanpah Valley and the local communities within that region; 
therefore, the geographic area analyzed for cumulative socioeconomic impacts is the local and 
regional economy and the local population within the Ivanpah Valley. Section 4.15, Social and 
Economic Impacts in the 2010 Final EIS and Section 4.16 in the Supplemental EIS, concluded 
that the Proposed Action would have no impact to public services and utilities and, therefore, 
cumulative impacts to public services and utilities are not analyzed for the Proposed Action. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis 

During construction of the proposed Project, local spending would increase within the Ivanpah 
Valley. This would benefit the local and regional economy through expenditures on goods and 
services. While all of the Projects considered in the cumulative impacts analysis would be 
expected to have some influence on socioeconomic resources within the Ivanpah Valley, a 
number of major renewable energy construction projects are planned which would be expected 
to have a particular influence on socioeconomic conditions. Collectively, these foreseeable 
projects would require large numbers of laborers during construction, but would have a smaller 
labor force for operations. 

The addition of the foreseeable projects would likely draw on the unemployed work force, but 
also could draw employees from other regions. Local construction workers for the proposed 
Project or any of the foreseeable projects would receive additional income for the duration of 
their employment. These local workers as well as non-local workers would also likely spend 
locally. Construction crews would use local accommodations for lodging, which would have a 
beneficial impact on tourism in the area. Projects would also draw on locally procured materials, 
goods, and services, and some regional suppliers would be stimulated by these purchases. As 
more clean energy projects are permitted over time to meet renewable portfolio standard 
mandates, key regional suppliers would benefit in the future from retooling and inventory 
replenishment related to the clean energy infrastructure transformation in the area. The 
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concurrent construction of the foreseeable projects would result in a beneficial cumulative 
impact on the local and regional economy and tourism, and could decrease unemployment for 
the periods of construction. 

It is possible that some forms of tourism involving the natural appreciation of the desert and 
OHV use of this open space area would be impacted by the proposed Project, but mitigation 
should be able to address this potential effect (see Section 4.12, Recreation). Collectively, 
however, cumulative effects from multiple renewable projects to recreation may adversely affect 
economic conditions and the sense of social well-being of the local, active OHV community. 
Further, given that many people live in the area because of its rural character, the Proposed 
Action combined with other changes in the landscape may permanently alter the rural feel of the 
community. 

Alternatives 

Potential impacts to socioeconomics that would result from the construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of Alternatives C and D would be generally as described for Alternative B, as 
a similar number of jobs would be created and similar consumption of local goods and services 
would occur. The designation of the ACEC under Alternative D could potentially contribute 
further to a loss of revenue from OHV recreation in this area due to some increased restrictions; 
however, the ACEC could also draw additional tourism from other recreational users attracted to 
the protected area. 

4.19.3.16 Environmental Justice 

Cumulative impacts to environmental justice are not analyzed for the Proposed Action because 
the Proposed Action would not result in disproportionately high or adverse effects on minority or 
low-income populations and, therefore, would not contribute to cumulative impacts to 
environmental justice. As discussed in Section 3.17, Environmental Justice, there are no 
environmental justice communities within the study area for the Proposed Action with respect to 
income or minority populations (including Native American communities). As there are no 
populations living within the identified blocks, there are no low-income communities that would 
be impacted by the Proposed Action. 

Alternatives 

The effect on environmental justice from Alternatives C and D would be similar to that of the 
Proposed Action because they would be located within the same blocks with no at risk 
populations. 

4.19.3.17 Energy and Minerals 

A total of six mining claims are located within the ROW application area for the proposed 
Project, four of which would overlap with the disturbance area of Alternative B. Because these 
claims would have supremacy over the land and the Project, no adverse cumulative impacts 
would occur. 
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Alternatives 

The effect on energy and minerals from Alternatives C and D would be similar to that of the 
Proposed Action due to the similarities in location and size of this alternative. As for Alternative 
B, the disturbance area of Alternatives C and D would overlay the four Placer mining claims. 

4.19.3.18 Fuels and Fire Management 

The BLM Southern Nevada District Office’s Integrated Weed Management Program 
incorporates vegetation, and fire and fuels management. Wildland fuel is "vegetation," therefore, 
the cumulative effects of the proposed action, initially and over a 50-year period, may affect fire 
and fuels management by increasing the wildland fuel load in the area. The primary reason for 
increased fuel load is due to the spread of invasive and noxious plant species. The impact 
analysis (Section 4.18, Fuels and Fire Management) indicates vegetation will trend towards 
these species. Therefore, the Cumulative Impacts to fuels and fire management would depend on 
the overall vegetation outcome given the amount of disturbance from all the cumulative projects 
and the opportunity for colonization of invasive and noxious species. 

Fire management techniques for the proposed Project can be found in Section 4.18 Fuels and 
Fire Management. These techniques include a fire-break, vegetation height of less than 12 
inches, use of herbicides, and well maintained access roads. It is assumed that other project 
developments would implement similar fuel and fire management plans. The incremental 
cumulative impact of the Silver State Solar South Project would be less than significant. 

Alternatives 

Alternative C and D would have a similar fire break and emergency access design as that of 
Alternative B (the Proposed Action) and would employ similar measures to prevent the spread of 
noxious or invasive weeds; therefore, the contribution to cumulative impacts to fuels and fire 
management would be the same for Alternatives C and D as for the Proposed Action. 

4.20 OTHER NEPA REQUIREMENTS 

4.20.1 Short-Term Uses versus Long-Term Productivity  
NEPA requires consideration of the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and 
long-term productivity associated with the proposed Project. This involves the consideration of 
whether the proposed Project would sacrifice a resource value that might benefit the environment 
in the long-term for some short-term value to the Applicant or the public. For purposes of this 
discussion, short-term refers to three years or less after the construction phase ends and 
subsequent restoration and rehabilitation activities. Long-term refers to three years or longer. 

Short-term use of the environment during construction and restoration would result in the 
temporary loss of some resources, such as temporary loss of some habitat and access to 
recreational facilities, increased noise, and air quality impacts. Approximately 3,855 acres of 
land would be subject to long-term disturbance and loss of availability within the proposed 
Project area, and some flora and fauna specimens in and around construction and infrastructure 
locations would be lost. Longer-term impacts include the permanent loss of some visual quality 
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from the introduction of the solar arrays and associated infrastructure, access roads in previously 
undisturbed areas, and landscape scarring. 

While there would be irreversible and irretrievable commitments of some resources, as noted 
below, there would be no permanent loss of the overall productivity of the environment from the 
proposed Project. 

4.20.2 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of 
Resources 

Irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources (in other words, irreversible and 
irretrievable impacts) are disclosed in this chapter for each resource. Irreversible impacts are 
those that would result in changes to the environment that cannot be reversed, reclaimed, or 
repaired. An example of an irreversible impact would be the removal of groundwater from a 
poorly recharged aquifer. Once groundwater reserves are removed, they cannot be replaced or 
reclaimed. Irretrievable impacts are those that result in the temporary loss or degradation of the 
resource value until reclamation is successfully completed. 

It is important to note, if approved, the ROW authorization for the proposed Project would 
include a required Performance and Reclamation bond to ensure compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the BLM ROW authorization, consistent with the requirements of 43 CFR 
2805.12(g). The “Performance and Reclamation” bond would consist of three components. The 
first component would be hazardous materials; the second component would be the 
decommissioning and removal of improvements and facilities; and the third component would 
address reclamation, revegetation, restoration, and soil stabilization. 

Prior to issuance of the BLM ROW authorization, the Applicant must submit a 
Decommissioning and Site Reclamation Plan that defines the reclamation, revegetation, 
restoration, and soil stabilization requirements for the Project area as a component of their Plan 
of Development (43 CFR 2804.25(b)). The Decommissioning and Site Reclamation Plan 
requires expeditious reclamation of construction areas and the revegetation of disturbed areas to 
reduce invasive weed infestation and erosion and must be approved by the BLM authorized 
officer prior to the issuance of the ROW grant. The approved Decommissioning and Site 
Reclamation Plan will be used as the basis for determining the standard for reclamation, 
revegetation, restoration, and soil stabilization of the Project area. 
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CHAPTER 5 – CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

5.1 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
Initiation of the EIS process and the public scoping meetings were announced through the 
Federal Register, BLM media releases, direct mailings, and postings on the BLM Project 
website. These activities are described below. 

5.1.1 Federal Register Notice of Intent 
The BLM Federal Register Notice of Intent, published on September 1, 2011 (Volume 76, 
Number 170, Pages 54483-54484), marked the beginning of the public scoping period for the 
Project Supplemental EIS (Appendix A). The 60-day scoping period was announced as ending 
on October 31, 2011. Three scoping meetings were held from September 27 through September 
29, 2011. Comments received during the scoping period are summarized in Section 5.5.5.1 
below). 

5.1.2 Media Release 
The BLM prepared a media release to introduce the Project, announce the initial scoping 
meetings, and invite the public to provide input.  The news release was issued on September 1, 
2011 to local and regional newspapers, congressional offices, television stations, and radio 
stations.  

In addition, paid advertisements were published in the following local newspapers: 

• Las Vegas Review-Journal—advertisements published on September 12, 13, and 14, 
2011  

• Pahrump Valley Times—advertisement published on September 14, 2011  

5.1.3 Direct Mailings 
A public scoping notice was prepared and mailed to inform the public about the scoping process 
for the preparation of the Supplemental EIS and the scheduled scoping meetings. The public was 
invited to participate in the scoping process and to share any concerns or comments, submit 
information, and identify issues to be addressed during the Supplemental EIS process.  

The notice was mailed to federal, state, and local agencies; elected officials; Native American 
tribes; special interest groups and organizations; and the general public, during the week of 
September 7, 2011. The distribution list included 1,071 notices, and was compiled from a list of 
individuals, organizations, and agencies who had expressed interest in other BLM LVFO 
projects.  
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5.1.4 Public and Agency Scoping Meetings  
The BLM held three public scoping meetings to identify issues and concerns regarding the 
proposed Project. These scoping meetings provided an opportunity for the public to learn about 
the proposed Project and to provide comments. Meeting locations, dates, and times are provided 
in Table 5-1. 

Table 5-1. Public Scoping Meetings 

Location Date Time Attendance* 

Primm, NV September 27, 2011 6:00-8:00 PM 7 

Las Vegas, NV September 28,2011 6:00-8:00 PM 30 

Jean, NV September 29,2011 6:00-8:00 PM 6 

Total 43 
*These counts reflect only those attendees who elected to sign in at the door. 

At each meeting, attendees were greeted at the entrance and asked to provide contact information 
on meeting sign-in sheets. Attendees were informed about the meeting format and given a public 
scoping fact sheet and a comment form. In addition, attendees were informed about ways to 
submit comments to the BLM and were informed about the flow of information on the display 
boards in the room.  

The meeting format included an open house period, followed by a brief presentation of the 
proposed Project and NEPA process. During the open house period, representatives from the 
BLM; Silver State Solar, LLC; AMEC; and EPG were available to answer questions about the 
proposed Project and explain the NEPA process. A court reporter was present at all meetings to 
document the comments made. Each of the meetings began with a statement by the moderator 
who provided an overview of the proposed Project and the goals and objectives of the NEPA 
process, followed by brief statements from the BLM describing BLM roles and responsibilities.  

During the public scoping, members of the public were provided a separate comment form if 
they wanted to make an oral comment during the meeting. Commenters were called in the order 
of comments received and were asked to limit their comments to three to five minutes to allow 
all those who wished to speak time to do so. 

5.1.5 Scoping Response 
During the public scoping period (September 1 through October 31, 2011), a total of 59 
comment documents were received. A comment document is defined as an oral comment 
recorded as part of a public scoping transcript, email, fax, letter, or comment form. Because 
some comment documents had more than one comment, the total number of comments received 
is greater than the number of comment documents. 
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5.1.5.1 Issues Identified During Scoping 

Comments were categorized by primary topic, regardless of the position of the comment towards 
the topic. Most comments addressed more than one category, or topic; these comments were 
categorized by the driving topic unless the associated topics were of equal importance to the 
issue being presented, in which case the comment was placed under both categories. This form 
of analysis allows for specific comments to be captured and grouped by general topic or resource 
issue.  

The following subsections are identified by resource or topic and include a summary of public 
and agency comments received during the scoping period. Preliminary issues, concerns, and 
opportunities are summarized within each resource or topic subsection to be addressed in the 
Draft Supplemental EIS. 

NEPA PROCESS  

 Commenters expressed concern that they were not properly notified of the scoping 
meeting dates, times and locations.  

 One commenter stated that through the NEPA process they would like to see the 
development of mitigation by this project for the loss of mitigation actions previously 
funded by Clark County for non-federal actions covered by an incidental take permit.  

 Respondents requested additional information about the reasons for an RMP amendment.  

ALTERNATIVES  

 One commenter stated that a “conservation alternative” should be the preferred 
alternative. The “conservation alternative” would preclude siting the Project in the 
proposed ROW area and would preclude any further development of BLM lands in the 
Ivanpah Valley.  

 Respondents requested that the “no action” alternative be implemented on the Project.  

 Commenters stated that other BLM administered lands such as the Apex Valley, the 
Eldorado Valley, the Ivanpah Valley across the California border, and the Nevada portion 
of the Ivanpah Valley on the west side of I-15 should be considered as alternative 
locations for the Project.  

 Commenters stated that the Project should be relocated to more urbanized, degraded, 
contaminated, disturbed sites such as nearby private lands, brownfields, existing rooftops 
in the Las Vegas area, fallow or abandoned agricultural lands, and undeveloped parcels 
within the urban areas of Clark County.  

 One commenter stated that the Supplemental EIS should describe how each alternative 
was developed, how it addresses each project objective, and how it will be implemented.  

 Commenters stated that they were in favor of renewable energy, just not at the proposed 
location.  
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AIR QUALITY  

 One commenter expressed specific concern about two causes of air quality concerns: 
vehicle traffic and combustion emissions from equipment and dust control due to the 
method of site preparation.  

 A respondent requested that the Supplemental EIS provide a detailed discussion of 
ambient air conditions, National Ambient Air Quality standards, and criteria pollutant 
non-attainment areas in all areas considered for solar development.  

 One commenter stated that a Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan should be drafted 
and adopted in the Record of Decision.  

CLIMATE CHANGE 

 Specific concerns were expressed regarding climate change or climate fluctuation from 
the Project, and its effects on the migration of species through the corridor.  

 Commenters stated each proposed alternative must consider the Project’s impact with 
respect to global climate change.  

 A respondent stated that the Supplemental EIS should consider how existing and/or 
proposed water sources for the Project may be affected by climate change.  

CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES  

 Commenters expressed concern about preserving any archaeological and paleontological 
sites or artifacts found in the area.  

 One respondent stated that the proposed Project and any new transmission lines could 
cause physical damage to artifacts and sites, expose cultural resources to looters, and 
increase fires due to soil disturbances and weed invasion that would place any existing 
cultural resources at risk of future damages.  

 Commenters requested an archeological survey be performed in the Project area.  

 One commenter requested that the Supplemental EIS describe the process and outcome of 
government-to-government consultation between the BLM and each of the tribal 
governments within the project area, including issues that were raised and how those 
issues were addressed in the selection of proposed alternatives.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  

 One commenter stated that the Supplemental EIS should provide a detailed review and 
analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project, and all associated 
infrastructure including roads and transmissions lines on the desert tortoise population.  

 Commenters stated that a cumulative impacts analysis be conducted that considers 
consumptive uses—both in California and Nevada—such as grazing, Off-Highway 
Vehicle (OHV) activity, mining and the existing and other proposed projects in the 
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surrounding area including the Proposed Project, other renewable energy projects, gas 
and electrical transmission facilities, Desert Xpress Railroad, the Kern River Gas Pipeline 
extension, and the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport.  

 A respondent stated that cumulative impacts need to be analyzed and considered in the 
context of various laws and regulations pertaining to management of public lands, 
including the Endangered Species Act, Federal Land Policy and Management Act, and 
BLM Manuals 6840 (Special Status Species Management), 6500 (Wildlife Habitat 
Management) and 4180 (Public Land Health). 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

 One commenter requested an evaluation of environmental justice populations within the 
geographic scope of the project; and if such populations exist, the Supplemental EIS 
should address the potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to minority and low-
income populations, and the approaches used to foster public participation by these 
populations.  

GEOLOGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES  

 One commenter stated that the Project area is in conflict with four active placer mining 
claims.  

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND SOLID WASTE  

 One commenter stated that the Supplemental EIS should disclose any potential toxic or 
hazardous wastes that may be associated with the Project during construction, operation, 
and maintenance, including pesticides and herbicides.  

 A respondent requested that the Supplemental EIS include a plan for decommissioning 
and site restoration.  

LAND USE  

 One commenter stated that multiple land use must be maintained.  

 A respondent stated that the Supplemental EIS should discuss how the Project would 
support or conflict with the objectives of federal, state, tribal, or local land use plans, 
policies, and controls in the Project area.  

LIVESTOCK GRAZING  

 One commenter stated that the Supplemental EIS should include an assessment of the 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Jean/Roach Lake and McCullough 
Mountains grazing allotments.  

NOISE  

 One commenter expressed concern that the Project would increase noise levels in Primm, 
Nevada.  
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NOXIOUS AND INVASIVE WEED CONTROL  

 Commenters stated that the construction of access roads and transmission lines will lead 
to proliferation of invasive, non-native grasses and weeds, which will have negative 
impacts on fire management, soils, and, rare plants.  

 One commenter stated that the Supplemental EIS should include an assessment of the 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the areas where Clark County funds have 
provided for weed monitoring and treatment activities, including the Interagency Weed 
Sentry Project.  

 A commenter was concerned that the chemicals utilized to control noxious and invasive 
weeds will have negative impacts on the environment, species, and the watershed.  

 A respondent requested that the Supplemental EIS include an invasive plant management 
plan to monitor and control noxious weeds.  

PROJECT DESIGN  

 Commenters asked about the need for a 13,000-acre ROW area when the project is only 
on 2,900 acres.  

 Respondents expressed concern that historical OHV race routes will not be accessible 
with the proposed layout of the solar panels.  

 One commenter stated that a portion of the ROW request impinges upon a site identified 
by the Clark County Department of Aviation as necessary for stormwater and flood 
control purposes to serve the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport project.  

PURPOSE AND NEED  

 A commenter stated that the Purpose and Need statement should not simply indicate that 
the BLM is responding to an applicant’s right of way application, as it has done for this 
and previous renewable energy projects.  

 One respondent requested that the Purpose and Need statement be a clear, objective 
statement of the rationale for the Project; and should discuss the Project in the context of 
the larger energy market that the Project would serve.  

 A commenter stated that the Supplemental EIS should clarify if the power generated by 
the Project would be delivered to the California or Nevada market and if a power-
purchase agreement has been signed.  

RECREATION  

 Commenters had concerns about impacts to recreation in the area—specifically organized 
OHV races and other OHV uses.  

 Commenters stated that recreational access to the area has been available to the public for 
decades and there was concern about future access.  
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 One commenter asked if the BLM would offer any mitigation for the loss of recreation.  

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES  

 Commenters expressed concern over the economic impact to the Primm resorts and other 
nearby local businesses if the competitive OHV races lose access to racing routes located 
in the Project area.  

 Commenters wanted more information on the economic impact to the tour companies that 
use the area for commercial tours on a daily basis.  

 One commenter stated that the cost per kilowatt of solar power produced at the proposed 
Project makes it an irresponsible and costly experiment.  

SOIL RESOURCES  

 A Respondent stated that soil erosion on low fill slopes and steeply graded areas could 
result in sedimentation of water bodies; and that changes in soil movements may impact 
rare plants and habitats for sensitive species.  

SPECIAL DESIGNATION  

 Commenters requested the Supplemental EIS address impacts to the 1994 Desert Tortoise 
Recovery Plan.  

 One respondent voiced concern over the impact the Project will have on the ongoing Las 
Vegas BLM RMP revision, and stated the Project should be delayed pending completion 
of the RMP amendment.  

 One commenter requested the Supplemental EIS fully review the impacts of each 
alternative on the nearby National Preserve and Wilderness areas.  

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES  

 Commenters expressed concern over impacts to the desert tortoise from the construction 
and operation of the Project.  

 A commenter stated that the continued fragmentation of desert tortoise habitat in this area 
of the Mojave Desert may pose a significant threat to the viability of the Northwest 
Mojave subpopulation of the desert tortoise.  

 Commenters expressed concern about maintaining habitat connectivity at the landscape 
level to allow for self-sustaining desert tortoise populations.  

 Respondents stated that there are a number of rare and sensitive plant species found in the 
area, and the Supplemental EIS should provide a detailed vegetation and wildlife map to 
facilitate public input.  

 A commenter requested that the Supplemental EIS discuss mitigation ratios for tortoise 
habitat and how these relate to the mitigation ratios recommended by other agencies, as 
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well as how they relate to mitigation ratios used for other renewable energy projects in 
California and Nevada.  

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND OHV USE  

 Commenters asked about impacts from the construction and operation of the Project to 
OHV use in the Project and nearby areas.  

 Respondents voiced concerns over whether or not public access in the Project area will be 
maintained.  

 One commenter stated that the Project area is perfect for OHV racing because the soil is 
sand and decomposed granite-based, unlike other areas that have a high alkali-based soils 
that cause dust and erosion.  

 Multiple respondents stated that the Project area has been used for competitive OHV 
races for decades and there is concern over the ability of the OHV races and the Project 
to co-exist.  

 A commenter stated that the Project area should not be open to OHV use because of the 
combined impacts from the Project and OHV use to the already heavily fragmented 
desert tortoise population.  

VEGETATION RESOURCES  

 One commenter expressed concern that sheet flooding on the Project site would have a 
negative impact on the vegetation down slope from the Project.  

 A respondent stated that the Supplemental EIS should provide detailed vegetation maps 
to facilitate public input.  

VISUAL RESOURCES  

 Commenters stated that solar panels on the public lands above Primm will have a 
negative impact on the viewshed.  

 A respondent stated that the Project will negatively impact the visual resources of 
Southern Nevada, which brings tourism and revenue to local communities.  

 One commenter expressed concern regarding the visual resource impacts to the nearby 
Mojave National Preserve and designated Wilderness areas.  

 Respondents were concerned with what mitigation efforts will be utilized to minimize the 
visual impact.  

WATER RESOURCES  

 Commenters expressed concerns about increased flood problems and requested that flood 
control evaluations are completed to demonstrate that no negative effects result from the 
Project.  
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 One commenter stated that the ROW application did not indicate the projected water 
demand during construction, and requested information on the source of water during 
construction, if it will be groundwater, quantity of water for the entire construction 
period, annual maximum extraction, and wellhead location.  

 Respondents inquired about the quantity of water for the construction and operation 
period, annual maximum extraction, the source of water during construction, and the 
effects of groundwater pumping on the regional water reserves.  

 One commenter asked about the depths of the wells needed for the Project.  

 A respondent stated that the Supplemental EIS should include a jurisdictional delineation 
for all Waters of the United States (WOUS), including ephemeral drainages, in 
accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and the 
December 2006 Arid West Region Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region.  

WATERSHED RESOURCES  

 A commenter stated that the habitat impacted by each alternative should be evaluated and 
appropriate mitigations made for streambed alterations. 

WILDLIFE RESOURCES  

 Commenters stated the Project area is a known habitat for big horn sheep, elk, mule deer, 
coyotes, and multiple avian species, and requested the Supplemental EIS identify impacts 
the Project will have on these animals.  

 One commenter requested that the Supplemental EIS analyze the risk to birds, including 
the golden eagle, by determining collision risks with the PV panels.  

 Respondent’s stated the Supplemental EIS should analyze all direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to big horn sheep including loss of foraging habitat, impacts to 
linkage habitat, and loss of connectivity.  

 A commenter stated that the Supplemental EIS should describe what measures will be 
taken to protect important wildlife habitat areas and to preserve linkages between them.  

OTHER  

Not all comments received during the scoping period are addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 
Non-substantive comments expressing general support or disapproval of the proposed Project 
fall outside of the scope of an EIS, or are otherwise not subject to environmental analysis. 
Pursuant to NEPA regulations, the scope of an EIS includes the extent of the action, the range of 
alternatives, and the types of impacts to be evaluated (40 CFR 1508.25). Thus, comments that 
are not focused on the purpose and need of the proposed action, the proposed alternatives, the 
assessment of the environmental impacts of those alternatives, and the proposed mitigation are 
beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIS. 
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5.1.6 Draft Supplemental EIS Preparation and Distribution 
The Draft Supplemental EIS review period was initiated by the publication of the Notice of 
Availability (NOA) for the Draft Supplemental EIS in the Federal Register.  Notice of the release 
of the Draft Supplemental EIS was also sent to those on the project mailing list, which was 
developed from a list of agencies, organizations and individuals who requested information 
during and after the scoping period. Copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS have been sent to 
those who requested them and the document has been made available on the following BLM 
website: 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/Silver_State_Solar_South.html 

The public will have a minimum of 90 days to comment on the Draft Supplemental EIS and the 
RMP Amendment.  The BLM will review all comments and develop responses to all substantive 
comments based on guidance found in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 
(40 CFR 1503.4).  The Draft Supplemental EIS will be modified as needed based on the 
responses to comments during the preparation of the Final Supplemental EIS. 

5.2 CONSULTATION AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

5.2.1 Cooperating Agencies  
Cooperating agency status provides a formal framework for governmental agencies to engage in 
active collaboration with a federal agency to implement the requirements of NEPA (42 USC 
4321, et seq.). Federal and state agencies and local and tribal governments may qualify as 
cooperating agencies because of “jurisdiction by law or special expertise” (40 CFR 1501.6 and 
1508.5).  

On November 23, 2011, the BLM Southern Nevada District Office sent an invitation to federal, 
state, and local agencies to be cooperating agencies for the Silver State Solar South 
Supplemental EIS and the Hidden Hills Transmission Project EIS. This letter requested agencies 
to indicate via written letter if they were interested in becoming a cooperating agency for either 
of the two projects.  The following agencies were invited to participate as cooperating agencies 
for the Silver State Solar South Supplemental EIS and the Hidden Hills Transmission Project 
EIS:  

 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

 Army Corps of Engineers  

 Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Colorado Regional Office  

 City of Boulder City  

 City of Henderson  

 City of Las Vegas  
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 City of Mesquite  

 City of North Las Vegas  

 Clark County  

 Clark County Regional Flood Control District  

 Clark County Department of Aviation  

 Department of Defense  

 Department of Energy, Loan Guarantee Program Office  

 Federal Aviation Administration  

 Federal Aviation Administration, Western Pacific Region Airport Division  

 National Nuclear Security Administration  

 National Park Service, Death Valley National Park  

 National Park Service, Lake Mead National Recreation Area  

 Nellis Air Force Base  

 Nevada Department of Mines  

 Nevada Department of Transportation  

 Nevada Department of Wildlife  

 Nye County  

 Nye County Board of County Commissioners  

 Nye County Nuclear Waste Repository Project Office  

 Southern Nevada Water Authority  

 United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration  

 United States Environmental Protection Agency  

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service  

 United States Geological Survey  

As of December 31, 2011, the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Clark County 
Department of Aviation, and National Park Service (Mojave National Preserve). The City of 
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North Las Vegas, the United States Geological Survey, and the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service have declined cooperating agency status. The BLM invited the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation to participate in this Project via correspondence to be sent on October 12, 
2012 

5.2.2 Native American Consultation  
In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, the lead federal agency and cooperating federal 
agencies are required to consider the effects of the agencies’ undertakings on properties listed in 
or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Eligible properties can include a diversity 
of archaeological, historical, and traditional cultural resources. The Protection of Historic 
Properties (36 CFR 800) implement Section 106 and define a process for federal agencies to use 
in consulting with State Historic Preservation Officers and other interested parties as they assess 
the effects of their undertakings.  

In recognition of the special relationship with the United States Government, the BLM consults 
with the appropriate tribal governments at an official, executive-level (government-to-
government), in accordance with the NHPA. The BLM provides opportunities for government 
officials of federally recognized Native American tribes to comment on and participate in the 
preparation of the Supplemental EIS. The BLM will consider comments, notify consulted tribes 
of final decisions, and inform them of how their comments were addressed in those decisions. At 
a minimum, officials of federally recognized tribal governments will be offered the same level of 
involvement as state and county officials. Pursuant to the regulations, on August 16, 2011 the 
BLM mailed letters to three representatives of the Las Vegas Paiute Tribe, three representatives 
of the Moapa Band of Paiutes, two representatives of the Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, two 
representatives of the Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, two representatives of the Colorado River 
Indian Tribes, and one member of the non-federally recognized Pahrump Paiute. The tribes were 
invited to share information or any cultural concerns regarding the proposed Project area.  

Through in-person meetings and telephone conversations with the Las Vegas Paiute Tribe, the 
Chemehuevi Tribe, and the Fort Mojave Tribe, no concerns have been expressed for the 
proposed Project. The Moapa and Pahrump Tribes have concerns for how the tortoise habitat 
would be affected and the potential use of groundwater for the Project. The Colorado River 
Indian Tribes stated on September 6, 2012 that they would send a response to the BLM stating 
what their concerns might be but a response has not yet been received. There are no known 
sacred sites within the ROW application area.  
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CHAPTER 7 – ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

AC alternating current  

ACEC Areas of Critical Environmental Concern  

AFA acre-feet per annum 

afy acre-feet per year 

APE Area of Potential Effect  

APLIC Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 

APM Applicant Proposed Mitigation 

ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers  

BLM Bureau of Land Management  

BMP Best Management Practice 

CA California 

CCDOA Clark County Department of Aviation  

CdTe cadmium telluride  

CDWR California Department of Water Resources  

CEQ Council for Environmental Quality  

CESA cumulative effects study area 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations  

CHU Critical Habitat Units  

CO carbon monoxide 

CO2e CO2-equivalent  

DAQ Department of Air Quality 

dB Decibels 

dBA A-weighted decibel 

DC direct current  

DOI Department of Interior  

DWMA Desert Wildlife Management Areas  

EHV extra high voltage 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement  

EITP Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission Project 

EO Executive Order  
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ESA Endangered Species Act  

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Act  

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act  

FMU Fire Management Unit  

GHG greenhouse gas  

GSA Geological Society of America  

HAER Historic American Engineering Record  

I- Interstate  

IBC International Building Code  

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change  

ISEGS Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System  

JPOE Joint Port of Entry 

KOP Key Observation Point 

kV kilovolts  

LOS Level of Service  

LUP Land Use Plans  

LVFO Las Vegas Field Office  

LVVWD Las Vegas Valley Water District  

MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet 

MW  megawatt  

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAC Nevada Administrative Code  

NCCAC Nevada Climate Change Advisory Committee  

NDA Nevada Department of Agriculture  

NDEP Nevada Department of Environmental Protection  

NDOT Nevada Department of Transportation  

NDOW Nevada Department of Wildlife 

NDWR Nevada Division of Water Resources  

NEC National Electric Code  

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act  

NFP National Fire Protection Association  

October 2012 7-2 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 7 

NFPA National Fire Protection Association 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act  

NOA Notice of Availability 

NOx nitrogen oxide 

NPS National Park Service 

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 

NRS Nevada Revised Statutes  

NV Nevada 

O&M operation and maintenance  

O3 ozone  

OHV off-highway vehicle  

OSHA Occupations Safety and Health Administration  

PFYC Potential Fossil Yield Classification  

PGA peak ground acceleration  

PM10 particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less 

PM2.5 particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less 

PV photovoltaic  

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  

RFFA reasonably foreseeable future action 

RMP Resource Management Plan 

ROD Record of Decision  

ROI Region of Influence  

ROW right-of-way  

SCE Southern California Edison  

SEIS Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement  

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office  

SMA Special Management Areas  

SNDO Southern Nevada District Office’s  

SNSA Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport  

SO2 sulfur dioxide  

SPCC Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures  

October 2012 7-3 Draft 



Silver State Solar South Project and Proposed LVFO RMP Amendment SEIS Chapter 7 

October 2012 7-4 Draft 

SR State Route  

SRI Statistical Research, Inc.  

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area  

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

T&E threatened and endangered 

TRED Tortoise Regional Estimates of Density Model  

TSDF treatment, storage, and disposal facility  

UPC Uniform Plumbing Code  

UPRR Union Pacific Railroad  

URTD upper respiratory tract disease 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 

USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation  

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

USGS United States Geological Service  

VdB vibration decibels  

VEA Valley Electric Association 

VOC volatile organic compound 

VORE Vegas Off-Road Experience  

VRI Visual Resources Inventory  

VRIC Visual Resource Inventory Classes  

VRM visual resource management  

VRM Visual Resource Management 

VRMC Visual Resource Management Classes  

WEAP Worker Environmental Awareness Program  

WOUS Waters of the United States 
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Flat, slightly rolling terrain

Uniformly horizontal with 
few deviations

Buff/gray

Smooth

Field Office: NVS0000 Date: 8/7/2010

Scenic Quality Rating Unit: Ivanpah Valley

1. Evaluators:

Low, rounded shrubs, grasses; 
mostly no vegetation in dry 
lakes

Horizontal, low

Muted greens/silvers/gold; 
gold, green and red grasses in 
places

Fine, stippled

Flat road; tall power lines

Curvilinear road; vertical power 
poles

Gray, brown

Smooth road; power poles 
rough in landscape

3. Narrative:
Ivanpah is a broad, flat valley with three dry lake features, surrounded by mountain ranges. 

ACarlson  CLaPierre  LWood

Time (24hr format): 7:53

Unit Number: 22

Southern Nevada DO

Weather Conditions: Warm, sunny, windy (90˚ F)
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Scenic Quality Rating Unit:   

4. SCORE 

Rating EXPLANATION OR RATIONALE 
SCENIC QUALITY 
CLASSIFICATION 

(check one) 

a. Landform       A – 19 or more

b. Vegetation       B – 12 – 18 

c. Water       C – 11 or less

d. Color

e. Adjacent 
Scenery

f. Scarcity        Rehab

g. Cultural 
Modification       Special Area 

TOTAL 

Ivanpah Valley22

Comments:

Ivanpah Valley is a common and typical landscape in the SNDO.

1

1

1

1

3

1.5

-1

Flat with little variation

Little variety in types

Dry lake at lowest point in valley

Muted tones

Surrounded by mountain ranges

Common in region

Roads, power lines

7.5

SQRU Locator    IOP Location
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SQRU 22—Ivanpah Valley

IOP 89. Looking south (IOPNVNVS00000251) 89_S_IvanpahValley_0251.jpg
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SENSITIVITY LEVEL RATING SHEET

   

   

   

   

   

   

Field Office: Southern Nevada DO Date: 8/12/2010

Sensitivity Level Rating Unit: I-15 - Las Vegas to Primm

Evaluators:

Narrative:

ACarlson  CLaPierre  LWood

Unit Number: 24

Type of Area: Interstate highway

Predominant Types of Users: General transportation: commerce, local travel, tourism

A major route for tourists traveling between Las Vegas and 
California

High - frequent use

Majority traveling to other destinations

BLM lands, private/residential, industrial

McCullough Mountain Wilderness, Red Rock Canyon National 
Conservation Area

Old Spanish Trail adjacent to interstate

Primarily used as a transportation corridor between Las Vegas and 
California; also a major power transmission corridor

H/M/L Explanation of Rating (Mandatory)
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Amount of Use

Public Interest
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Overall Rating
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Field Office: Southern Nevada DO Date: 8/12/2010

Sensitivity Level Rating Unit: Not Delineated Areas

Evaluators:

Narrative:

Not Delineated Areas are created by default when moderately and highly sensitive routes and places are 
mapped with offsets and viewsheds.

ACarlson  CLaPierre  LWood

Unit Number: 61

Type of Area: Areas not rated high or moderate occurring by default

Predominant Types of Users: Typically none or very few

Typically none or very few users

None to very little use

None to very little public interest is apparent

Varies; multiple locations that may be adjacent to non-rated areas 
but not adjacent to areas with special designations

N/A

Typically remote and infrequently visited areas

Infrequently used areas outside of high and moderate rated area 
offsets and viewsheds

H/M/L Explanation of Rating (Mandatory)
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Type of Users

Amount of Use

Public Interest

Adjacent Land Uses

Special Area Sensitivity
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Overall Rating
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Table A-2.1.  VRI – Scenic Quality Rating Units (SQRU) Affected by Alternative 

Alternative Area 
(acres)* 

Acreage/Percentage of 
Project 

Class A Class B Class C  

A 0 
Project Acres in SQRUs 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Percent of Vicinity SQRUs 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

B 3,855 
Project Acres in SQRUs 0.0 0.0 3,855 

Percent of Vicinity SQRUs 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 

C 2,515 
Project Acres in SQRUs 0.0 0.0 2,515 

Percent of Vicinity SQRUs 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% 

D 3,091 
Project Acres in SQRUs 0.0 0.0 3,091 

Percent of Vicinity SQRUs 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 

 

Table A-2.2.  VRI – Sensitivity Level Rating Units (SLRU) Affected by Alternative 

 

Alternative Area 
(acres)* 

Acreage/Percentage of 
Project 

High Moderate Low 

A 0 
Project Acres in SLRUs 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Percent of Vicinity SLRUs 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

B 3,855 
Project Acres in SLRUs 0.0 487 3,368 

Percent of Vicinity SLRUs 0.0% 0.9% 9.7% 

C 2,515 
Project Acres in SLRUs 0.0 555 1,960 

Percent of Vicinity SLRUs 0.0% 1.0% 5.6% 

D 3,091 
Project Acres in SLRUs 0.0 719 2,372 

Percent of Vicinity SLRUs 0.0% 1.3% 6.8% 

 

Table X-2.3.  VRI – Distance Zones (DZ) Affected by Alternative  

 

 

 

 

Alternative Area 
(acres)* 

Acreage/Percentage of 
Project 

Foreground-
Middleground 

Background Seldom Seen 

A 0 
Project Acres in DZs 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Percent of Vicinity DZs 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
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B 3,855 
Project Acres in DZs 3,851 0.0 0.0  

 

 

 

Percent of Vicinity DZs 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

C 2,515 
Project Acres in DZs 2,346 0.0 167 

Percent of Vicinity DZs 2.3% 0.0% 2.8% 

D 3,091 
Project Acres in DZs 3,091 0.0 0.0 

Percent of Vicinity DZs 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

Table A-2.4.  VRI – Visual Resource Inventory Classifications (VRIC)  
Affected by Alternative 

 

Alternative Area 
(acres)* 

Acreage/Percentage of 
Project 

Class I Class II Class III Class IV 

A 0 

Project Acres in VRICs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Percent of Vicinity 
VRICs 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

B 3,855 

Project of Vicinity 
VRICs 0.0 0.0 0.0 3851 

Percent of Vicinity 
VRICs 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4% 

C 2,515 

Project Acres in VRICs 0.0 0.0 0.0 2,515 

Percent of Vicinity 
VRICs 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 

D 3,091 

Project Acres in VRICs 0.0 0.0 0.0 3,091 

Percent of Vicinity 
VRICs 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.5% 

 

*Acres of project area based on Project Components, including Solar Field and Ancillary Facilities and Facilities outside 
Perimeter Fence as specified in Table 2-1. 
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SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 1— Goodsprings Road 
Location: 26635083.46 x 710146.79 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains and dry 
lake bed 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by undulating 
foothills and gently sloping 
bajadas (background)  

Low, uniform creosote shrubs with 
some cacti 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, conical, regular 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)   

LINE 

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, jagged 
(background)  

Horizontal, irregular, vertical 
(foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical 
(transmission lines) 

COLOR Light tan/cream, grayish-
brown  

Brownish-green  Light to dark gray, brown  

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Medium  

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground) 

Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  

EL
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 FORM     X    X   X  Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
 
 

LINE    X    X   X   
COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

The project would be viewed from this travel route KOP for a short duration and would result in weak/moderate 
visual contrast. The project would not dominate the view of the casual observer and would be viewed in context with 
existing modifications, including transmission lines and PV solar facilities; therefore, compliance with VRM Class III 
designations is anticipated.  

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 2— Jean at I-15 
Location: 26615081.10 x 727656.38 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by undulating 
foothills and gently sloping 
bajadas (background)  

Low, uniform creosote shrubs 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, conical, regular 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)   

LINE 

Horizontal 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, jagged 
(background)  

Horizontal, irregular (foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical 
(transmission lines) 

COLOR Grayish-brown  Brownish-green  Light to dark gray, brown  

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Medium  

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground) 

Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 

LAND/ 
WATER BODY  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  

EL
EM
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TS

 FORM     X    X   X  Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
 
 

LINE    X    X   X   
COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

The project would be viewed from this travel route KOP for a short duration and would result in weak/moderate 
visual contrast. The project would not dominate the view of the casual observer and would be viewed in context with 
existing modifications, including transmission lines and PV solar facilities; therefore, compliance with VRM Class III 
designations is anticipated. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 3— Roach Lake 
Location: 26565652.79 x 717779.39 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by foothills and 
mountains, gently sloping 
bajada (background)  

Low, uniform creosote shrubs 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, regular, complex  
 

LINE 

Horizontal, diagonal, regular 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, jagged 
(background)  

Horizontal (foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Vertical, diagonal, rectangular, linear  

COLOR Brown-gray  Brownish-green (shrubs)  Light to dark gray (transmission) 
Dark gray to black (power plant) 

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Medium 

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground) 

Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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WATER BODY  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X    X  X   Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
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COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

The project would be compliant with VRM Class III lands, because the project would result in moderate contrast 
when viewed in the foreground/middleground distance zone. Due to existing modifications in the immediate 
foreground, the project would be viewed in context with these developments and would not dominate the view. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 4— Desert Oasis Apartments 
Location: 26561078.80 x 716655.95 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by foothills and 
mountains, gently sloping 
bajada (background)  

Low, uniform creosote shrubs 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, regular, complex  
 

LINE 

Horizontal, diagonal, regular 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, jagged 
(background)  

Horizontal, patchy (foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Vertical, diagonal, rectangular, linear  

COLOR Brown-gray  Brownish-green (shrubs)  Light to dark gray (transmission) 
Dark gray to black (power plant) 

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Medium 

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground) 

Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X    X  X   Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
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COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

The project would be compliant with VRM Class III lands, because the project would result in moderate contrast 
when viewed in the foreground/middleground distance zone. Due to existing modifications in the immediate 
foreground, the project would be viewed in context with these developments and would not dominate the view. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 5— Primm Valley Resort and Casino 
Location: 2236999.35527 x 737147.562771 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by foothills and 
mountains, gently sloping 
bajada (background)  

Low, uniform creosote shrubs 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, regular, complex  
 

LINE 

Horizontal, diagonal, regular 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, jagged 
(background)  

Horizontal, irregular, patchy 
(foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Conical, diagonal, horizontal, and 
vertical  

COLOR Light tan/cream  Brownish-green  Light to dark gray  

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Medium 

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Same Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground) 

Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X    X  X   Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
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COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

The project would be compliant with VRM Class III lands, because the project would result in moderate contrast 
when viewed in the foreground/middleground distance zone. Although slightly superior views of the project may 
occur for guests at the resort, the project would be viewed in context with these developments and would not 
dominate the view. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 6— Lucy Gray OHV 
Location: 26550207.64 x 740417.97 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
undulating foothills and 
gently sloping bajadas 
(background)  

Low, patchy creosote shrubs with 
some cacti 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Rectangular, complex, regular   

LINE 

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, horizontal bands 
(background)  

Complex, vertical, rugged 
(foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical, 
geometric (transmission lines, solar 
fields, other developments) 

COLOR Light tan/cream and 
grayish-brown  

Brownish-green to soft gray-green Light to dark gray (buildings), light 
tan to brown (roads)  

TEXTURE 

Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium to coarse 
(mountains) 

Foreground/middleground 
vegetation is coarse. Background 
vegetation creates a finely textured 
surface.  

Clumped, fine to medium texture for 
developed areas 
(foreground/middleground)  

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground)  

Linear, geometric, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  
 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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ST
R

O
N

G
 

M
O

D
ER

A
TE

 

W
EA

K
  

N
O

N
E 

 

ST
R

O
N

G
 

M
O

D
ER

A
TE

 

W
EA

K
  

N
O

N
E 

 

ST
R

O
N

G
 

M
O

D
ER

A
TE

 

W
EA

K
  

N
O

N
E 

 

3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X   X   X   Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
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TEXTURE     X   X    X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

OHV recreation users may have a shorter viewing duration and the landscape would not be the primary focus while 
recreating off-road. Vegetation and topography may partially screen portions of the project area from this KOP. The 
foreground/middleground distance zone would be co-dominated by the proposed project (generally for all 
alternatives, although the footprint layout varies slightly). Although the scale of the proposed project is greater than 
the existing PV facility, the introduction of additional PV facilities would replicate the existing form, line, color, and 
texture, resulting in a moderate/strong level of contrast. The proposed project would not comply with the existing 
VRM Class III objectives because the project would result in a moderate/strong level of contrast, and management 
activities on BLM land within the Ivanpah Valley area are primarily focused on development. The project includes a 
proposed RMP amendment to designate the development site from BLM VRM Class III to Class IV. The project 
would meet the intent and objectives of the proposed Class IV designation. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

Although the project location is sited in a valley focused on industrial development, including an existing power 
generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind facilities the level of visual 
change would be moderate/strong. Because the BLM requests that the visual changes associated with the project be 
minimized, the following selective mitigation measures have been required by the BLM, which the project Proponent 
shall implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared and implemented to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms 
and channel improvements. Revegetation efforts should focus on softening harsh lines associated with 
clearing. The concepts of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area 
perimeter to result in an organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original 
engineered design. Landform modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will 
be blended into the natural landscape to the extent practical.  

 Soil color contrast shall be reduced by using a surface treatment within the project area. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 7— Ivanpah Lake 
Location: 2236491.28094 x 732565.887423 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat lake bed, valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by foothills and 
mountains, gently sloping 
bajada (background)  

Absent (lake bed) 
Low, uniform creosote shrubs 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, regular, complex  
 

LINE 

Horizontal, organic, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, jagged 
(background)  

Horizontal, irregular, patchy 
(foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Simple, diagonal, horizontal, vertical  

COLOR Light tan/cream  Brownish-green  Light to dark gray  

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Fine 

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground) 

Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X    X  X   Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
 
 

LINE    X    X   X   
COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

Compliance is anticipated for VRM Class III lands, because the project would not dominate the view and would 
result in moderate visual contrast. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 8— I-15 at Nipton Road 
Location: 26509838.50 x 696356.99 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by undulating 
foothills and gently sloping 
bajadas (background)  

Low, uniform creosote shrubs with 
some cacti 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, conical, regular 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)   

LINE 

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, horizontal bands 
(background)  

Horizontal, irregular (foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical 
(transmission lines) 

COLOR Light tan/cream and 
grayish-brown  

Brownish-green  Light to dark gray, brown  

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Medium  

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground) 

Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X    X   X  Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
 
 

LINE    X    X   X   
COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

The project would be viewed from this travel route KOP for a short duration and would result in weak/moderate 
visual contrast. The project would not dominate the view of the casual observer and would be viewed in context with 
existing modifications, including the travel corridor, existing transmission lines, development near Primm, PV solar 
facilities, and power plant; therefore, compliance with VRM Class III designations is anticipated. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 9— Mojave National Preserve Entrance 
Location: 2236937.68048 x 720272.198522 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by undulating 
foothills and gently sloping 
bajadas (background)  

Low, uniform creosote shrubs 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Geometric, regular   

LINE 

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, horizontal bands 
(background)  

Horizontal, irregular (foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical 
(signage) 

COLOR Light tan/cream and 
grayish-brown  

Brownish-green  Grey, yellow, red, green  

TEXTURE 
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains) 

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)  

Medium  

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Same Same Linear, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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WATER BODY  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X    X   X  Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
 
 

LINE     X    X  X   
COLOR     X    X  X   

TEXTURE     X    X   X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

The project would be viewed from this travel route/recreation destination KOP for a short duration and would result 
in weak/moderate visual contrast that may be partially screened by vegetation and landform. Because the project has 
a relatively low profile and would be viewed in the background distance zone, the project would be compliant with 
VRM Class III lands. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

The project would be consistent with the VRM Class III objectives that the BLM has established for the lands included 
within the project area. In addition, the project location was well sited in a valley focused on industrial development, 
including an existing power generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind 
facilities. Because the BLM has requested that the visual changes associated with the project be minimized, the 
following selective mitigation measures have been recommended by the BLM, which the project Proponent will 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms and channel 
improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. The concepts 
of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to result in an 
organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered design. Landform 
modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended into the natural 
landscape to the extent practical.  

 Reduce soil color contrast by using slightly darker decomposed aggregate (gravel) within the project area or 
apply a soil darkener. 

 



SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012  
Key Observation Point: 10—Lookout by Communications Tower  
Location: 26566398.38 x 747933.43 

 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM 

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
undulating foothills and 
gently sloping bajadas 
(background)  

Low, patchy creosote shrubs with 
some cacti 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Rectangular, complex, regular   

LINE 

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, horizontal bands 
(background)  

Complex, vertical, rugged 
(foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical, 
geometric (transmission lines, solar 
fields, other developments) 

COLOR Light tan/cream and 
grayish-brown  

Brownish-green to soft gray-green Light to dark gray (buildings), light 
tan to brown (roads)  

TEXTURE 

Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium to coarse 
(mountains) 

Foreground/middleground 
vegetation is coarse. Background 
vegetation creates a finely textured 
surface.  

Clumped, fine to medium texture for 
developed areas 
(foreground/middleground)  

 

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
 LAND/WATER  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  

FORM  Same  Same   Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE  Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 
(foreground/middleground)  

Linear, geometric, horizontal 

COLOR  Same  Same  Dark gray  

TEXTURE  Same  Same  Fine  
 

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST 

FEATURES  2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

  Yes No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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WATER BODY  VEGETATION  STRUCTURES  
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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 FORM     X   X   X   Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz 
 
 

LINE    X   X   X    
COLOR     X   X  X    

TEXTURE     X   X    X  
 



Comment from item 2. 

This KOP location is situated at a communications tower overlook site. The unpaved road provides access to the 
tower site for operation and maintenance activities. OHV recreation viewers have access to this overlook point as part 
of a local tour operation; however, viewer expectation and sensitivity may be moderate due to the existing 
communications facilities at the overlook. The existing setting is primarily developed and I-15, the town of Primm, 
several transmission lines, the power generation station, and the Silver State North solar facility would be visible 
from this superior viewpoint. The existing Silver State North PV facility is primarily characterized by regular 
geometric forms, and vertical lines with dark-gray colors that are smooth in texture (PV panels). Landform and 
vegetation modifications are visible along the edges and in between the rows of panels along access roads within the 
facility. 

The foreground/middleground distance zone would be dominated by the proposed project (generally for all 
alternatives, although the footprint layout varies slightly). Although the scale of the proposed project is greater than 
the existing PV facility, the introduction of additional PV facilities would replicate the existing form, line, color, and 
texture, resulting in a moderate/strong level of contrast. The proposed project would not comply with the existing 
VRM Class III objectives because the project would result in a strong level of contrast, and management activities on 
BLM land within the Ivanpah Valley area are primarily focused on development. The project includes a proposed 
RMP amendment to designate the development site from BLM VRM Class III to Class IV. The project would meet the 
intent and objectives of the proposed Class IV designation. 

Additional Measures (see item 3) 

Although the project location is sited in a valley focused on industrial development, including an existing power 
generation station, existing solar facilities, EHV transmission lines, and future wind facilities the level of visual 
change would be moderate/strong. Because the BLM requests that visual changes associated with the project be 
minimized, the following selective mitigation measures have been required, which the project Proponent shall 
implement: 

 Solar field access ways will be offset at appropriate intervals to minimize the appearance of straight lines 
within the solar field. 

 The exterior of the inverter boxes and the exterior of the O&M building will be factory treated with a dull 
finish and, where feasible, a BLM standard environmental color, such as Yuma Green or Covert Green, will be 
applied to minimize contrast with the existing landscape. 

 A plan will be prepared and implemented to revegetate areas disturbed by construction of flood control berms 
and channel improvements. Revegetation efforts will focus on softening harsh lines associated with clearing. 
The concepts of feathering and selective vegetation removal will be applied along the project area perimeter to 
result in an organic or irregular line but shall not result in more disturbance than the original engineered 
design. Landform modifications associated with necessary berms and channel improvements will be blended 
into the natural landscape to the extent practical.  

 Soil color contrast shall be reduced by using a surface treatment within the project area. 
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Silver State Solar 
South Project

KOP 01:  
Goodsprings Road 

(Alternative D)

Easting Position  
(Nevada East, NAD 83)

710146.79 

Northing Position (Nevada 
East, NAD 83)

26635083.46 

Elevation of Viewpoint 
Position (NAD 83/ft)

3436.58 

Height of Camera  
above Ground (ft)

5.4 

Date of Photography 19-March-2012  
at 2:10 pm 

Orientation of View S 
Horizontal Field of View 124° 
Vertical Field of View 55° 
Distance to close edge  
of arrays (mi)

12.65

NOTES: Viewpoint 
locations have been 
precision surveyed by  
a local engineering firm.

Heights are above mean sea level

SECTION A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012 
Key Observation Point: 1— Goodsprings Road
Location: 26635083.46 x 710146.79

SECTION B. CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM

Flat valley plains and dry 
lake bed 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by undulating 
foothills and gently sloping 
bajadas (background)

Low, uniform creosote shrubs with 
some cacti
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)

Geometric, conical, regular
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

LINE

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground)
Diagonal, jagged
(background) 

Horizontal, irregular, vertical
(foreground)
Indistinct (background)

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical
(transmission lines)

COLOR
Light tan/cream, grayish-
brown 

Brownish-green Light to dark gray, brown

TEXTURE
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains)

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

Medium

SECTION C. PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION 
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES

FORM Same Same Regular, rectangular, simple

LINE 
Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 

(foreground/middleground)
Linear, horizontal

COLOR Same Same Dark gray

TEXTURE Same Same Fine

SECTION D. CONTRAST RATING Short Term Long Term

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST

FEATURES 2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives? 

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side)
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended?

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side) 
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TS

FORM X X X Evaluator’s Names 
Chelsa Johnson, Marc SchwartzLINE X X X

COLOR X X X
TEXTURE X X X

Location description:



Figure 2a: KOP 01 - Goodsprings Road Looking South -  
Existing Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 2c).

KOP 01:  
Goodsprings Road 

(Alternative D)



Figure 2b: KOP 01 - Goodsprings Road Looking South - Simulated Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
The proposed Project would require minimal grading to install PV panel arrays, substation/switchyard facilities, and maintenance roads.  
Drainage control facilities would require moderate landform grading and will include two detention basins and associated drainage channels. 
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 2c).

KOP 01:  
Goodsprings Road 

(Alternative D)



Figure 2c: KOP 01 - Goodsprings Road Looking South - Existing Condition Panorama 
Use this for context and not actual scale if printed and viewed on 11x17 inch paper. 
White box represents the existing and simulated conditions based on a “normal lens“  
(i.e., 50mm) view, as illustrated on the previous 2 pages.

KOP 01:  
Goodsprings Road 

(Alternative D)



Silver State Solar 
South Project

KOP 02: Jean at I-15 
(Alternative D)

Easting Position  
(Nevada East, NAD 83)

727656.38 

Northing Position (Nevada 
East, NAD 83)

26615081.10 

Elevation of Viewpoint 
Position (NAD 83/ft)

2839.11 

Height of Camera  
above Ground (ft)

5.4 

Date of Photography 8-November-2011 at 
2:19 pm 

Orientation of View S 
Horizontal Field of View 124° 
Vertical Field of View 55° 
Distance to close edge  
of arrays (mi)

8.20

NOTES: Viewpoint 
locations have been 
precision surveyed by  
a local engineering firm.

Heights are above mean sea level

SECTION A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012 
Key Observation Point: 2— Jean at I-15
Location: 26615081.10 x 727656.38

SECTION B. CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by undulating 
foothills and gently sloping 
bajadas (background)

Low, uniform creosote shrubs 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)

Geometric, conical, regular
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

LINE

Horizontal 
(foreground/middleground)
Diagonal, jagged
(background) 

Horizontal, irregular (foreground)
Indistinct (background)

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical
(transmission lines)

COLOR Grayish-brown Brownish-green Light to dark gray, brown

TEXTURE
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains)

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

Medium

SECTION C. PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION 
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES

FORM Same Same Regular, rectangular, simple

LINE 
Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 

(foreground/middleground)
Linear, horizontal

COLOR Same Same Dark gray

TEXTURE Same Same Fine

SECTION D. CONTRAST RATING Short Term Long Term

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST

FEATURES 2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives? 

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side)
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended?

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side) 
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S FORM X X X Evaluator’s Names 
Chelsa Johnson, Marc SchwartzLINE X X X

COLOR X X X
TEXTURE X X X

Location description:



Figure 3a: KOP 02 - Jean at I-15 Looking South -  
Existing Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 3c).

KOP 02: Jean at I-15 
(Alternative D)



Figure 3b: KOP 02 - Jean at I-15 Looking South - Simulated Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
The proposed Project would require minimal grading to install PV panel arrays, substation/switchyard facilities, and maintenance roads.  
Drainage control facilities would require moderate landform grading and will include two detention basins and associated drainage channels.
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 3c).

KOP 02: Jean at I-15 
(Alternative D)



Figure 3c: KOP 02 - Jean at I-15 Looking South - Existing Condition Panorama 
Use this for context and not actual scale if printed and viewed on 11x17 inch paper.
White box represents the existing and simulated conditions based on a “normal lens“  
(i.e., 50mm) view, as illustrated on the previous 2 pages.

KOP 02: Jean at I-15 
(Alternative D)



Silver State Solar 
South Project

KOP 03:  
Roach Lake Road 

(Alternative D)

Easting Position  
(Nevada East, NAD 83)

717779.39 

Northing Position (Nevada 
East, NAD 83)

26565652.79 

Elevation of Viewpoint 
Position (NAD 83/ft)

2611.55 

Height of Camera  
above Ground (ft)

5.4 

Date of Photography 19-March-2012  
at 2:43 pm 

Orientation of View E 
Horizontal Field of View 124° 
Vertical Field of View 55° 
Distance to close edge  
of arrays (mi)

1.78

NOTES: Viewpoint 
locations have been 
precision surveyed by  
a local engineering firm.

Heights are above mean sea level

SECTION A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012 
Key Observation Point: 3— Roach Lake
Location: 26565652.79 x 717779.39

SECTION B. CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM

Flat valley plains
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by foothills and 
mountains, gently sloping 
bajada (background)

Low, uniform creosote shrubs
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)

Geometric, regular, complex 

LINE

Horizontal, diagonal, regular
(foreground/middleground)
Diagonal, jagged
(background) 

Horizontal (foreground)
Indistinct (background)

Vertical, diagonal, rectangular, linear

COLOR
Brown-gray Brownish-green (shrubs) Light to dark gray (transmission) 

Dark gray to black (power plant)

TEXTURE
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains)

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

Medium

SECTION C. PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION 
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES

FORM Same Same Regular, rectangular, simple

LINE 
Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 

(foreground/middleground)
Linear, horizontal

COLOR Same Same Dark gray

TEXTURE Same Same Fine

SECTION D. CONTRAST RATING Short Term Long Term

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST

FEATURES 2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives? 

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side)
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended?

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side) 

E L
EM

EN
T

S FORM X X X Evaluator’s Names 
Chelsa Johnson, Marc SchwartzLINE X X X

COLOR X X X
TEXTURE X X X

Location description:



Figure 4a: KOP 03 - Roach Lake Road Looking East -  
Existing Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 4c).

KOP 03:  
Roach Lake Road 

(Alternative D)



Figure 4b: KOP 03 - Roach Lake Road Looking East - Simulated Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
The proposed Project would require minimal grading to install PV panel arrays, substation/switchyard facilities, and maintenance roads.  
Drainage control facilities would require moderate landform grading and will include two detention basins and associated drainage channels.
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 4c).

KOP 03:  
Roach Lake Road 

(Alternative D)



Figure 4c: KOP 03 - Roach Lake Road Looking East - Existing Condition Panorama 
Use this for context and not actual scale if printed and viewed on 11x17 inch paper.
White box represents the existing and simulated conditions based on a “normal lens“  
(i.e., 50mm) view, as illustrated on the previous 2 pages.

KOP 03:  
Roach Lake Road 

(Alternative D)



Silver State Solar 
South Project

KOP 04: Desert Oasis 
Apartment Complex

(Alternative D)

Easting Position  
(Nevada East, NAD 83)

716655.95 

Northing Position (Nevada 
East, NAD 83)

26561078.80 

Elevation of Viewpoint 
Position (NAD 83/ft)

2640.25 

Height of Camera  
above Ground (ft)

5.4 

Date of Photography 19-March-2012  
at 11:54 am 

Orientation of View E 
Horizontal Field of View 124° 
Vertical Field of View 55° 
Distance to close edge  
of arrays (mi)

0.79

NOTES: Viewpoint 
locations have been 
precision surveyed by  
a local engineering firm.

Heights are above mean sea level

SECTION A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012 
Key Observation Point: 4— Desert Oasis Apartments
Location: 26561078.80 x 716655.95

SECTION B. CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM

Flat valley plains
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by foothills and 
mountains, gently sloping 
bajada (background)

Low, uniform creosote shrubs
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)

Geometric, regular, complex 

LINE

Horizontal, diagonal, regular
(foreground/middleground)
Diagonal, jagged
(background) 

Horizontal, patchy (foreground)
Indistinct (background)

Vertical, diagonal, rectangular, linear

COLOR
Brown-gray Brownish-green (shrubs) Light to dark gray (transmission) 

Dark gray to black (power plant)

TEXTURE
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains)

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

Medium

SECTION C. PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION 
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES

FORM Same Same Regular, rectangular, simple

LINE 
Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 

(foreground/middleground)
Linear, horizontal

COLOR Same Same Dark gray

TEXTURE Same Same Fine

SECTION D. CONTRAST RATING Short Term Long Term

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST

FEATURES 2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives? 

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side)
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended?

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side) 
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S FORM X X X Evaluator’s Names 
Chelsa Johnson, Marc SchwartzLINE X X X

COLOR X X X
TEXTURE X X X

Location description:



Figure 5a: KOP 04 - Desert Oasis Apartment Complex Looking East -  
Existing Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 5c).

KOP 04: Desert Oasis 
Apartment Complex 

(Alternative D)



Figure 5b: KOP 04 - Desert Oasis Apartment Complex Looking East - Simulated Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
The proposed Project would require minimal grading to install PV panel arrays, substation/switchyard facilities, and maintenance roads.  
Drainage control facilities would require moderate landform grading and will include two detention basins and associated drainage channels. 
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 5c).

KOP 04: Desert Oasis 
Apartment Complex 

(Alternative D)



Figure 5c: KOP 04 - Desert Oasis Apartment Complex Looking East - Existing Condition Panorama 
Use this for context and not actual scale if printed and viewed on 11x17 inch paper.
White box represents the existing and simulated conditions based on a “normal lens“  
(i.e., 50mm) view, as illustrated on the previous 2 pages.

KOP 04: Desert Oasis 
Apartment Complex 

(Alternative D)



Silver State Solar 
South Project

KOP 06: Near Lucy 
Gray Trail on High Point 

(Alternative D)

Easting Position  
(Nevada East, NAD 83)

740417.97 

Northing Position (Nevada 
East, NAD 83)

26550207.64 

Elevation of Viewpoint 
Position (NAD 83/ft)

3682.51 

Height of Camera  
above Ground (ft)

5.4 

Date of Photography 29-November-2011 
at 11:46 am 

Orientation of View NW 
Horizontal Field of View 124° 
Vertical Field of View 55° 
Distance to close edge  
of arrays (mi)

2.22

NOTES: Viewpoint 
locations have been 
precision surveyed by 
a local engineering firm.

Heights are above mean sea level

SECTION A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012 
Key Observation Point: 6— Lucy Gray OHV
Location: 26550207.64 x 740417.97

SECTION B. CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
undulating foothills and 
gently sloping bajadas
(background)

Low, patchy creosote shrubs with 
some cacti 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)

Rectangular, complex, regular 

LINE

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground)
Diagonal, horizontal bands 
(background) 

Complex, vertical, rugged
(foreground)
Indistinct (background)

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical, 
geometric (transmission lines, solar 
fields, other developments)

COLOR
Light tan/cream and 
grayish-brown 

Brownish-green to soft gray-green Light to dark gray (buildings), light 
tan to brown (roads)

TEXTURE

Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium to coarse 
(mountains)

Foreground/middleground
vegetation is coarse. Background 
vegetation creates a finely textured
surface. 

Clumped, fine to medium texture for 
developed areas 
(foreground/middleground)

SECTION C. PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION 
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES

FORM Same Same Regular, rectangular, simple

LINE 
Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 

(foreground/middleground)
Linear, geometric, horizontal

COLOR Same Same Dark gray

TEXTURE Same Same Fine

SECTION D. CONTRAST RATING Short Term Long Term

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST

FEATURES 2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives? 

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side)
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended?

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side) 

E L
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TS

FORM X X X Evaluator’s Names 
Chelsa Johnson, Marc SchwartzLINE X X X

COLOR X X X
TEXTURE X X X

Location description:



Figure 6a: KOP 06 - Near Lucy Gray Trail on High Point Looking Northwest -  
Existing Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 6c).

KOP 06: Near Lucy 
Gray Trail on High Point 

(Alternative D)



Figure 6b: KOP 06 - Near Lucy Gray Trail on High Point Looking Northwest - Simulated Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
The proposed Project would require minimal grading to install PV panel arrays, substation/switchyard facilities, and maintenance roads.  
Drainage control facilities would require moderate landform grading and will include two detention basins and associated drainage channels. 
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 6c).

KOP 06: Near Lucy 
Gray Trail on High Point 

(Alternative D)



Figure 6c: KOP 06 - Near Lucy Gray Trail on High Point Looking Northwest - 
Existing Condition Panorama
Use this for context and not actual scale if printed and viewed on 11x17 inch paper. 
White box represents the existing and simulated conditions based on a “normal lens“  
(i.e., 50mm) view, as illustrated on the previous 2 pages.

KOP 06: Near Lucy 
Gray Trail on High Point 

(Alternative D)



Silver State Solar 
South Project

KOP 08:  
I-15 at Nipton Road 

(Alternative D)

Easting Position  
(Nevada East, NAD 83)

696356.99 

Northing Position (Nevada 
East, NAD 83)

26509838.50 

Elevation of Viewpoint 
Position (NAD 83/ft)

3473.82 

Height of Camera  
above Ground (ft)

5.4 

Date of Photography 19-March-2012  
at 11:25 am 

Orientation of View NE 
Horizontal Field of View 124° 
Vertical Field of View 55° 
Distance to close edge  
of arrays (mi)

10.24

NOTES: Viewpoint 
locations have been 
precision surveyed by 
a local engineering firm. 

Heights are above mean sea level

SECTION A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012 
Key Observation Point: 8— I-15 at Nipton Road
Location: 26509838.50 x 696356.99

SECTION B. CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
surrounded by undulating 
foothills and gently sloping 
bajadas (background)

Low, uniform creosote shrubs with 
some cacti
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background)

Geometric, conical, regular
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

LINE

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground)
Diagonal, horizontal bands 
(background) 

Horizontal, irregular (foreground)
Indistinct (background)

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical
(transmission lines)

COLOR
Light tan/cream and 
grayish-brown 

Brownish-green Light to dark gray, brown

TEXTURE
Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium (mountains)

Medium, continuous 
(foreground/middleground)
Indistinct (background)

Medium

SECTION C. PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION 
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES

FORM Same Same Regular, rectangular, simple

LINE 
Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 

(foreground/middleground)
Linear, horizontal

COLOR Same Same Dark gray

TEXTURE Same Same Fine

SECTION D. CONTRAST RATING Short Term Long Term

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST

FEATURES 2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives? 

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side)
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WATER BODY 

VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

ST
R

O
N

G

M
O

D
ER

A
TE

W
EA

K
 

N
O

N
E 

ST
R

O
N

G

M
O

D
ER

A
TE

W
EA

K
 

N
O

N
E 

ST
R

O
N

G

M
O

D
ER

A
TE

W
EA

K
 

N
O

N
E 

3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended?

Yes No
(Explain on reverse side) 
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S FORM X X X Evaluator’s Names 
Chelsa Johnson, Marc SchwartzLINE X X X

COLOR X X X
TEXTURE X X X

Location description:



Figure 7a: KOP 08 - I-15 at Nipton Road Looking North East -  
Existing Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 7c).

KOP 08:  
I-15 at Nipton Road 

(Alternative D)



Figure 7b: KOP 08 - I-15 at Nipton Road Looking North East - Simulated Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
The proposed Project would require minimal grading to install PV panel arrays, substation/switchyard facilities, and maintenance roads.  
Drainage control facilities would require moderate landform grading and will include two detention basins and associated drainage channels. 
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 7c).

KOP 08:  
I-15 at Nipton Road 

(Alternative D)



Figure 7c: KOP 08 - I-15 at Nipton Road Looking North East - Existing Condition Panorama 
Use this for context and not actual scale if printed and viewed on 11x17 inch paper.
White box represents the existing and simulated conditions based on a “normal lens“  
(i.e., 50mm) view, as illustrated on the previous 2 pages.

KOP 08:  
I-15 at Nipton Road 

(Alternative D)



Silver State Solar 
South Project

KOP 10: Lookout by 
Communications Tower 

(Alternative D)

Easting Position  
(Nevada East, NAD 83)

747933.43

Northing Position (Nevada 
East, NAD 83)

26566398.38

Elevation of Viewpoint 
Position (NAD 83/ft)

4710.17

Height of Camera  
above Ground (ft)

5.4

Date of Photography 19-March-2012  
at 1:23 pm 

Orientation of View W 
Horizontal Field of View 124° 
Vertical Field of View 55° 
Distance to close edge  
of arrays (mi)

2.46

NOTES: Viewpoint 
locations have been 
precision surveyed by 
a local engineering firm.

Heights are above mean sea level

SECTION A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
District/Field Office: Las Vegas Field Office Date: July 2012 
Key Observation Point: 10—Lookout by Communications Tower  
Location: 26566398.38 x 747933.43 

SECTION B.  CHARACTERISTIC LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION  
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM

Flat valley plains 
(foreground/middleground), 
undulating foothills and 
gently sloping bajadas 
(background)  

Low, patchy creosote shrubs with 
some cacti 
(foreground/middleground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Rectangular, complex, regular   

LINE

Horizontal, irregular, 
curvilinear lake bed 
(foreground/middleground) 
Diagonal, horizontal bands 
(background)  

Complex, vertical, rugged 
(foreground) 
Indistinct (background) 

Linear, horizontal (roads), vertical, 
geometric (transmission lines, solar 
fields, other developments) 

COLOR
Light tan/cream and 
grayish-brown  

Brownish-green to soft gray-green Light to dark gray (buildings), light 
tan to brown (roads)  

TEXTURE

Smooth to fine (valley 
plains), medium to coarse 
(mountains) 

Foreground/middleground 
vegetation is coarse. Background 
vegetation creates a finely textured 
surface.  

Clumped, fine to medium texture for 
developed areas 
(foreground/middleground)  

SECTION C.  PROPOSED ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION  
LAND/WATER VEGETATION STRUCTURES 

FORM emaSemaS Regular, rectangular, simple 

LINE 
Horizontal, regular, linear Regular, linear from clearing 

(foreground/middleground)  
Linear, geometric, horizontal 

COLOR emaSemaS Dark gray  

TEXTURE emaSemaS Fine  

 SECTION D.  CONTRAST RATING  Short Term  Long Term  

1. DEGREE OF 
CONTRAST

FEATURES 2. Does project design meet visual 
resource management objectives?  

  Yes No 
(Explain on reverse side) 
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3. Additional mitigating measures 
recommended? 

 Yes  No 
(Explain on reverse side)  
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FORM    X   X   X Evaluator’s Names  
Chelsa Johnson, Marc Schwartz LINE   X   X   X

COLOR    X   X  X
TEXTURE    X   X    X

Location description:



Figure 8a: KOP 10 - Lookout by Communications Tower -  
Existing Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 8c).

KOP 10: Lookout by 
Communications Tower 

(Alternative D)



Figure 8b: KOP 10 - Lookout by Communications Tower - Simulated Condition (“normal lens” [i.e., 50mm] view)
The proposed Project would require minimal grading to install PV panel arrays, substation/switchyard facilities, and maintenance roads.  
Drainage control facilities would require moderate landform grading and will include two detention basins and associated drainage channels. 
For additional context, see panoramic existing condition photograph (Figure 8c).

KOP 10: Lookout by 
Communications Tower 

(Alternative D)



Figure 8c: KOP 10 - Lookout by Communications Tower -  
Existing Condition Panorama
Use this for context and not actual scale if printed and viewed on 11x17 inch paper. 
White box represents the existing and simulated conditions based on a “normal lens“  
(i.e., 50mm) view, as illustrated on the previous 2 pages.

KOP 10: Lookout by 
Communications Tower 

(Alternative D)



APPENDIX A-5 

Analysis to Support an Amendment to the Las Vegas Field Office 
Resource Management Plan 

Introduction 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Las Vegas Field Office is considering amending the 
Las Vegas Resource Management Plan (BLM, 1998), to allow the use of public land for the 
Proposed Silver State South Project near Primm in Clark County, Nevada. Silver State Solar 
Power South, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of First Solar, Inc., is proposing to develop a 350 
megawatt (MW) alternating current (AC) (nominal plant capacity) 1  solar photovoltaic (PV) 
generating facility referred to as the Silver State Solar South Project. The proposed solar facility 
was previously analyzed as Phases II and III in the Silver State Solar Energy Project Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (BLM 2010). The Final EIS analyzed the development of 
a 400MWAC project to be constructed in phases. Phase I, which became the Silver State Solar 
North Project and is currently operational, consisted of the construction, operation, maintenance, 
and ultimate decommissioning of a 50MWAC solar plant and associated facilities. Phases II and 
III, which are the subject of the Supplemental EIS, consisted of the construction, operation, 
maintenance, and decommissioning of the remaining 350-MWAC project to complete the 
400MWAC solar project.  

Visual Resource Management System  
The Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires that the BLM consider the scenic values 
of public land as a resource that merits management and preservation, as determined through the 
land use planning process. In response to this mandate, the BLM developed the Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) System, with the primary objective of managing public land in a manner 
that will protect the quality of scenic (visual) values (Information Bulletin No. 98-135). The 
VRM System provides guidance relating to the Visual Resource Inventory process that the BLM 
implements to inventory scenic values (BLM Handbook 8410-1), as well as assess the potential 
effects of proposed actions based on the analysis of visual contrast (BLM Handbook 8431-1). 
Handbook 8410-1 also provides guidance regarding VRM classes, which set management 
objectives for BLM-administered land. 

Primary factors considered for the inventory of scenic values are scenic quality, sensitivity level 
rating units, and distance zones (DZ), collectively referred to as the “VRI". These three factors 
are combined to develop Visual Resource Inventory (VRI) classes, which represent the scenic 
values of BLM managed land. The management of inventoried scenic values is evaluated during 
the land use planning process and VRM classes (I–IV) are assigned to all BLM administered 

                                                            
1 Nominal plant capacity refers to generation and delivery of power under ideal conditions. The capacity of any solar 
energy facility is dependent on many factors and changes over a course of a day, a season, or year regardless of the 
technology, geographic location, or design. The nominal capacity of 350 MWAC is understood to mean the peak 
power-generating capacity of the facility expressed in watts minus all auxiliary, internal (parasitic) loads. In this 
document, MWAC is used synonymously with MW.  



land. The assignment of VRM classes is based on the consideration of: (1) inventoried scenic 
values (i.e., the VRI and VRI classes), (2) other land use and resource allocations within a given 
field office or management unit, and (3) public needs and national priorities for federal land. 
VRM assignments are land use plan decisions that guide future land management actions. It is 
important to note that VRM class assignments do not have to be consistent with inventoried 
scenic values (i.e., VRI classes) and should reflect a balance between the protection of visual 
values and other uses of BLM land to meet public demand or national priorities. Compliance 
with assigned VRM classes is determined by conducting contrast ratings, as described below.  

Contrast Ratings 
Per BLM VRM policy, an assessment of visual contrast, or the level of change to the 
characteristic landscape, is required for all environmental assessment or environmental impact 
statement NEPA documents for all proposed projects on BLM administered land. Key 
observation points (KOP) are selected during the NEPA process for a given project. Visual 
contrasts are assessed and documented from each KOP using BLM Worksheet 8400-4 – Visual 
Contrast Rating Worksheet.   

With regard to Silver State South, an assessment of contrast from two of the KOPs indicated that 
the Project would not comply with the VRM class designation where the Project is proposed. 
Specifically, visual contrast would be strong to moderate/strong from the Lucy Gray OHV Trail 
and the Lookout by the Communications Tower and therefore the Project, as proposed, would 
not comply with the objective for VRM Class III, which is: "To partially retain the existing 
character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be 
moderate." See Chapter 4 of the SEIS for a detailed description of the contrast assessment and 
Appendix X-4 for the simulations that illustrate a contrast which exceeds a moderate level of 
change to the characteristic landscape.   

Therefore, the Las Vegas Field Office (FO) is considering an amendment to the RMP, as 
described in the proposed action below, to consider an option that would allow for permitting of 
Silver State South, if approved.   

Proposed Action 
The Federal (BLM) Proposed Action is to change the current VRM class designation from Class 
III to Class IV. The management objective for Class IV designated land is to provide for 
management activities which require major modifications of the existing character of the 
landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape can be high. These management 
activities may dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer attention. However, every 
attempt should be made to minimize the impact of these activities through careful location, 
minimal disturbance, and repeating the basic elements (VRM H-8410-1). If the Proposed Action 
is implemented, the proposed Silver State South Project would comply with VRM Class IV 
objectives (thus the Las Vegas RMP) and the BLM could grant the right-of-way necessary to 
construct and operate the Project. 

Per direction of the BLM WO and in response to high priority energy projects, two alternatives 
for the plan amendment will be evaluated for the Silver State Project. The geographical extent of 
the plan amendment study area is based on lands within the Ivanpah Valley near Primm, Nevada. 



This study area is generally defined by the McCullough Mountains to the east, Clark and Spring 
Mountains to the West, the town of Jean to the north, and SR 164 to the south. Two options, 
including a No Action option, were developed by the BLM within the plan amendment study 
area. The Footprint-only option comprise VRM Class IV designations for lands within the 
project footprint. The No Action option retains the current VRM classifications within the plan 
amendment study area. The Footprint-only option would result in a change to the Las Vegas 
Field Office land use plan that would allow construction and operation of the Silver State South 
Project in regard to VRM. 

Existing Conditions 

The plan amendment study area is located within the Ivanpah Valley, which is generally defined 
by the Lucy Gray and McCullough Mountains to the east and the Clark and Spring Mountains to 
the west (see SEIS Chapter 3.12.1).  

Visual Resource Inventory 
As previously described, the VRI comprises three primary components: scenic quality, 
sensitivity level rating units, and DZs, per BLM VRM policy. These three factors are combined 
using a geographic information system to define VRI classes, which represent the scenic values 
of BLM-managed land. The following descriptions of the VRI are based on information provided 
by the Las Vegas Field Office. Figures provided in Chapter 3 illustrate each component of the 
VRI data. 

Scenic Quality 
Scenic quality is a measure of the aesthetic value of a given landscape and is based on the 
following seven landscape factors: landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, scarcity, 
and cultural modifications. Based on the diversity of landscape factors, the VRM System 
classifies landscapes as either A, B, or C class landscapes.  

Ivanpah Valley is associated with Class C scenery (Unit Number 22) and is characterized as a 
broad flat valley with three dry lake features. The surrounding mountain ranges (Lucy Grey and 
McCullough Mountains) create an enclosed landscape setting. 

Sensitivity Levels 
Sensitivity levels are a measure of public concern for the maintenance of scenic quality. Public 
lands are assigned high, medium, or low sensitivity by analyzing the various factors of public 
concern, including type of user, amount of use, public interest, adjacent land uses, special areas, 
and other factors that indicate sensitivity. 

The majority of the lands within the study area are associated with low sensitivity (Unit Number 
61). Moderate sensitivity lands are associated with I-15 (Unit Number 24) which is a major 
transportation corridor between California and Las Vegas. 



Distance Zones   
Per BLM guidance, landscapes are subdivided into three DZs, based on relative visibility from 
travel routes or other public viewing locations. The three zones are foreground-middleground, 
background, and seldom seen. The foreground-middleground zone includes areas seen from 
highways, rivers, or other viewing locations that are less than 3 to 5 miles away. Areas viewed 
beyond the foreground-middleground zone, but usually less than 15 miles away, are in the 
background zone. Areas not seen as foreground-middleground or background (i.e., hidden from 
view) are in the seldom seen zone. 

The study area is associated with the foreground-middleground distance zone. Visual 
Resource Inventory Classes 
VRI classes represent the scenic values of the landscape based on scenic quality, sensitivity, and 
DZs. VRI classes range from Class I to Class IV. Lands that have a Class I designation have high 
scenic value, whereas Class IV designated lands have a lower scenic value. It is important to note 
that VRI classes reflect inventoried visual conditions. VRM classes, also I–IV, reflect how the 
BLM chooses to manage land based on resource concerns beyond visual. 

The study area is associated with VRI Class IV lands. Other Resources Considered for the 
Plan Amendment    
The following resources were considered as part of the plan amendment assessment and potential 
development options.       

• Resources, including biological, cultural, and recreation resources that may be affected 
by VRM Classifications 

• BLM Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) / Citizens Proposed Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) designations that may be affected by VRM 
Classifications 

• Existing Utility Corridors and Other Land Uses – Existing utilities occurring within the 
Ivanpah Valley area and adjacent to the Proposed Project. 

• Federal Renewable Energy Policy – Secretarial Order 3285A1, signed on March 11, 2009 
and amended on February 22, 2010, established the development of renewable energy as 
a priority of the Department of the Interior. For other mandates related to renewable 
energy development see section See Section 1.4.2 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Options Description 

The following section provides descriptions of the two options considered for the plan 
amendment, including a No Action option.  

RMP Option 1: Proposed Plan Amendment for Project footprint  



RMP Option 1 consists of changing lands within the project footprint area that are managed as 
VRM Class III to VRM Class IV.  This option responds to the Federal Renewable Energy Policy 
and also maintains the most acreage of VRM Class III within the study area. The Project would 
conform to VRM objectives of the Las Vegas RMP. The Las Vegas FO has 1,867,657 acres of 
VRM Class III and 678,055 acres of VRM Class IV designated. Approximately 3.091 acres of 
VRM Class III land would be changed to VRM Class IV (0.16%  of VRM Class III within the 
Las Vegas FO would be affected by this option).  

RMP Option 2: No Action  

RMP Option 3 is the No Action option. Under this option, the RMP would not be amended and 
current VRM Class III designations would remain within the plan amendment study area. As a 
result, no ROW would be issued for the Silver State South Project, because the Project would not 
be in conformance with the VRM objectives of the Las Vegas RMP. 
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Ivanpah Valley ACEC (Basin and Range Watch) 

General Location: Clark county, near US Highway 15 south of Las Vegas. 

General 
Description: 

Rare, diverse botanical and wildlife resources with largely undisturbed and unfragmented 
habitat. 

Nominated By: Basin and Range Watch. 

Nominated 
Acreage: 89,599 public land acres. 

Values Considered: Habitat for BLM Nevada Sensitive Species Species. 

 
Relevance 

An area meets the “relevance” criterion if it contains one or more of the following: 

Relevance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 
A significant historic, cultural, 
or scenic value (including rare or 
sensitive archeological resources 
and religious or cultural resources 
important to Native Americans). 

No Nevada: VRI Class IV 

No Nevada: Cultural— Historic and prehistoric features are 
present but similar to resources found elsewhere in the region. 

A fish and wildlife resource 
(including habitat for endangered, 
sensitive or threatened species, or 
habitat essential for maintaining 
species diversity). 

Yes 

Agassiz’s desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii)—Federally 
listed (Threatened). This area does not contain designated 
critical habitat, but the area includes known and modeled 
habitat, as well as habitat that is likely to support tortoise. West 
of I-15 contains moderate density habitat, including an 
artificially high population in the large scale translocation site. 

Yes Gila Monster (Heloderma suspectum)—BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. Observed and habitat present. 

Yes 
Desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelson)—BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. Observed and habitat present in 
the Lucy Gray Mountains, which is within the nomination, and 
McCullough and Spring Mountains. 

Yes Western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia)—BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Observed and year-round habitat present. 

Yes 
Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos)—BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. Habitat is present, birds observed in McCollough 
Mountains to the east of the nomination. 

Yes Loggerhead shrike (Lanus ludovicianus)—BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Observed and habitat present. 

Yes Le Conte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei)—BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Area includes year round habitat. 

No 
Crissal Thrasher (Toxostoma crissale) – former BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Dense mesquite and acacia habitat is not 
present in Nevada in the nomination area. 

No 
Vaux’s swift (Chaetura vaux) – No threat ranking designated 
and non-breeding status within Nevada. Woodland habitat not 
present within nomination area of Nevada. 

Yes Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri)—BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. Nomination area includes summer habitat. 



Relevance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

Yes Gray vireo (Vireo vicinior) – former BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. Habitat present in areas with mesquite and acacia. 

No 

Hepatic tanager (Piranga flava) – not a BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. No records in the NNHP within southern Nevada. 
Non-breeding status within NV. Accidental (casual or stray) 
within the state, usually far outside its normal range, seen 
infrequently and irregularly. 

No 
sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus) - CDFG species of 
Special Concern – potential winter and migration range. A 
sagebrush species. 

No northern goshawk (Accipiter gentillis) – not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Forest habitat is not present.  

Yes 
northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) – not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Potential winter habitat. Sighted at Primm 
Valley Resort. 

Yes 
long-eared owl (Asio otus) - not a BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. Potential year-round range. Sighted near Primm 
Valley Resort. 

Yes short-eared owl (Asio flammeus) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Potential winter range. 

No 
black swift (Cypseloides niger) - not a BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. No recorded sightings and Nevada not considered 
habitat. 

No 
Lucy’s warbler (Oreothlypis luciae) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Habitat is mesquite bosques. No habitat in 
Nevada portion of the nomination. 

No 
yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Habitat present in areas with mesquite and 
acacia near water. No habitat in Nevada portion of the 
nomination. 

No 

Whip-poor-will (Caprimulgus vociferous) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Generally considered outside range of 
Eastern whip-poor-will. Whip-poor-will sighting recorded in 
Death Valley, likely the newly described Mexican whip-poor-
will (Antrostomus arizonae). No observations recorded in 
Ivanpah Valley. 

Yes 
Costa’s hummingbird (Calypte costae) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Observed and habitat present in Ivanpah 
Valley, CA. 

Yes 
Calliope hummingbird (Stellula calliope) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Nomination is within the range of the 
species. 

No 
Williamson’s sapsucker (Sphyrapicus thyroideus) – not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. Nomination is considered outside 
the range of the species. 

No 
willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) – not a BLM sensitive 
species. Does not occur within the nominated area in Nevada. 
No riparian habitat present. The listed Southwestern willow 
flycatcher does not occur in the nominated area. 

No mountain plover (Charadrius maontanus) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Outside winter and breeding range. 



Relevance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

Yes cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. Habitat present. 

Yes Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis)—BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. Area includes winter habitat. 

Yes 
Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrines)—BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. Area includes foraging habitat. No nesting 
documented within nomination in Nevada. 

Yes Lewis’s woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis)—BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. Area includes migration and winter habitat. 

No 
Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) – Nevada game species 
managed by NDOW. Habitat in Nevada located in the 
McCullough Mtns outside the nomination area. 

A natural process or system 
(including endangered, sensitive, 
or threatened plant species; rare, 
endemic, or relic plants or plant 
communities that are terrestrial, 
aquatic, or riparian; or rare 
geological features). 

Yes 
Nevada agave (Agave utahensis var. nevadensis) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Wright’s beebrush (Aloysia wrightii) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
Small-flowered androstephium (Androstephium breviflorum) - 
not a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within 
the geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Desert bearpoppy (Arctomecon merriamii) - BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The plant has been recorded within the 
nominated area. 

Yes 
Mojave milkweed (Asclepias nyctaginifolia) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The plant has been recorded within 
the nominated area.  

No 
Borrego milkvetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. borreganus) - 
not a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. Clark County, NV is not 
considered within the geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Tidestrom's milkvetch (Astragalus tidestromii) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

No 
Chihuahua scaly cloakfern (Astrolepis cochisensis ssp. 
cochisensis) - not a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. Clark 
County, NV is not considered within the geographic range of 
the species. 

Yes 
black grama (Bouteloua eriopoda) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
red grama (Bouteloua trifida) - not a BLM Nevada Sensitive 
Species. The nomination is within the geographic range of the 
species. 

Yes 
Small threadstem sandmat (Chamaesyce revoluta) - not a 
BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
purple bird’s beak (Cordylanthus parviflorus) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 



Relevance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

Yes 
desert pincushion (Corypantha chlorantha) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Gilman's springparsley (Cymopteris gilmanii) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Utah vine milkweed (Cynanchum utahenses) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Nine-awned pappus grass (Enneapogon desvauxii) - not a 
BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Utah fleabane (Erigeron utahensis) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The species is found within San Bernardino 
County, CA therefore the nomination may be within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Hairy woollygrass (Erioneuron pilosum) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
Clark Mountain spurge (Euphorbia exstipulata var. exstipulata) 
- not a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The species is found 
within San Bernardino County, CA therefore the nomination 
may be within the geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Limestone bedstraw (Galium proliferum) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The species is found within San Bernardino 
County, CA therefore the nomination may be within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Parish’s club-cholla (Grusonia parishii) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
California false pennyroyal (Hedeoma nanum var. 
californicum) - not a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The 
nomination is within the geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Polished blazingstar (Mentzelia polita) - BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
Wingseed blazingstar (Mentzelia pterosperma) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Utah mortonia (Mortonia utahensis) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
Crowned muilla (Muilla coronata) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
Cavedwelling evening primrose (Oenothera cavernae) - not a 
BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Aven Nelson's phacelia (Phacelia anelsonii) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 



Relevance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

No 
Skyblue phacelia (Phacelia coerulea) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The species is located in pinyon-juniper 
woodland, therefore would not occur within the nominated 
area. 

Yes 
Goodding's phacelia (Phacelia pulchella var. gooddingii) - not 
a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
Chinese lantern (Physalis lobata) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
Desert portulaca (Portulaca halimoides) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

No 
Abert's sanvitalia (Sanvitalia abertii) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The species is located in pinyon-juniper 
woodland, therefore would not occur within the nominated 
area. 

Yes 
Rusby’s desert-mallow (Sphaeralcea rusbyi var. eremicola) - 
not a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The plant has been 
recorded within the nominated area in CA. 

Yes 
Branched noseburn (Tragia ramosa) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the geographic 
range of the species. 

Yes 
White Margin Penstemon (Penstemon albomarginatus) - BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. Two populations of the species are 
located in the Ivanpah Valley. 

Yes 
Aven Nelson phacelia (Phacelia anelsonii) - not a BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

Yes 
rosy twotone beardtongue (Penstemon bicolor ssp. roseus) - 
BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The species has been 
documented within the nominated area in NV. 

Yes 
yellow twotone penstemon (Penstemon bicolor ssp. bicolor) - 
BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The species has been 
documented within the nominated area in NV. 

Yes 
Death Valley ephedra (Ephedra funerea) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. The plant has been recorded within the 
nominated area in CA. 

Yes 
New York Mountains catseye (Cryptantha tumulosa) - not a 
BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. The nomination is within the 
geographic range of the species. 

No 
Spring Mountains milk-vetch (Astragalus remotus) - BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species. This species has only been 
documented in the Spring Mountains. The nomination is not 
considered to contain the species. 

No 
Nye milk-vetch (Astragalus nyensis) - not a BLM Nevada 
Sensitive Species. This species has not been documented 
within the nominated area. 

No 
Mojave milk-vetch( Astragalus mohavensis var. mohavensis) ) 
- not a BLM Nevada Sensitive Species. This species has not 
been documented within the nominated area. 



Relevance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 
Yes Biological Soil Crusts—Present in the Ivanpah Valley. 

Natural hazards (including areas 
of avalanche, dangerous flooding, 
landslides, unstable soils, seismic 
activity, or dangerous if it is 
determined through the resource 
management planning process 
that it has become part of a natural 
process). 

No Not nominated for this value. 

 
 
Importance 

The value, resource, system, process, or hazard described above must have substantial significance and 
values to satisfy the “importance” criteria. This generally means that the value, resource, system, process, 
or hazard is characterized by one or more of the following: 

Guidance for management related to BLM sensitive species is found in Manual Section 6840. 
Criteria used for BLM Nevada Sensitive Species include:  

1. information that a species has recently undergone, is undergoing, or is predicted to undergo a 
downward trend such that the viability of the species or a distinct population segment of the 
species is at risk across all or a significant portion of the species range, or 

2. the species depends on ecological refugia or specialized or unique habitats on BLM- 
administered lands, and there is evidence that such areas are threatened with alteration such 
that the continued viability of the species in that area would be at risk.  

Also included are species under review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine 
Fisheries Service. 

  



 

 
Importance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

Has more than locally significant 
qualities that give it special worth, 
consequence, meaning, 
distinctiveness, or cause for 
concern, especially compared 
with any similar resource. 

No 

Agassiz’s desert tortoise —The area is not designated critical 
habitat for this listed species. While there is habitat, habitat 
quality and population densities within the Nevada portion of 
Ivanpah Valley are not more distinctive than other habitat in the 
region. In addition, the habitat for the wild population on the 
west side of I-15 is fragmented by tortoise fence barriers to 
separate the experimental population in the large scale 
translocation site from the wild population. 

No 

Though the following BLM Nevada Sensitive Species may 
occur within the nominated area, the habitat and populations in 
this area are not more than locally significant. 

• Gila Monster 
• desert bighorn sheep 
• Brewer’s sparrow 
• ferruginous hawk 
• golden eagle 
• Le Conte’s thrasher 
• Lewis’s woodpecker 
• loggerhead shrike 
• peregrine falcon 
• western burrowing owl 
• desert bearpoppy 
• polished blazingstar 
• rosy twotone beardtongue 
• yellow twotone penstemon 

Yes White-margined penstemon—The area represents a significant 
population of a regionally endemic plant. 



Importance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

No 

Though the following species may occur within the nominated 
area, the species have been reviewed in accordance with BLM 
Manual Section 6840 and did not meet the criteria for BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species (October 2011).  Habitat and 
populations in this area are not more than locally significant. 

• cactus wren 
• calliope hummingbird 
• Costa’s hummingbird 
• gray vireo 
• long-eared owl 
• northern harrier 
• short-eared owl 
• Aven Nelson phacelia (Phacelia anelsonii) 
• black grama (Bouteloua eriopoda) 
• Branched noseburn (Tragia ramosa) 
• California false pennyroyal (Hedeoma nanum var. 

californicum) 
• cavedwelling evening primrose (Oenothera cavernae) 
• chinese lantern (Physalis lobata) 
• Clark Mountain spurge (Euphorbia exstipulata var. 

exstipulata) 
• crowned muilla (Muilla coronata) 
• Death Valley ephedra (Ephedra funerea) 
• desert pincushion (Corypantha chlorantha) 
• desert portulaca (Portulaca halimoides) 
• Gilman's springparsley (Cymopteris gilmanii) 
• Goodding's phacelia (Phacelia pulchella var. 

gooddingii) 
• hairy woollygrass (Erioneuron pilosum) 
• limestone bedstraw (Galium proliferum) 
• Mojave milkweed (Asclepias nyctaginifolia) 
• Nevada agave (Agave utahensis var. nevadensis) 
• New York Mountains catseye (Cryptantha tumulosa) 
• nine-awned pappus grass (Enneapogon desvauxii) 
• Parish’s club-cholla (Grusonia parishii) 
• purple bird’s beak (Cordylanthus parviflorus) 
• red grama (Bouteloua trifida) 
• Rusby’s desert-mallow (Sphaeralcea rusbyi var. 

eremicola) 
• small threadstem sandmat (Chamaesyce revoluta) 
• small-flowered androstephium (Androstephium 

breviflorum) 
• Tidestrom's milkvetch (Astragalus tidestromii) 
• Utah fleabane (Erigeron utahensis) 
• Utah mortonia (Mortonia utahensis) 
• Utah vine milkweed (Cynanchum utahenses) 
• wingseed blazingstar (Mentzelia pterosperma) 
• Wright’s beebrush (Aloysia wrightii) 

 



Importance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

Has qualities or circumstances 
that make it fragile, sensitive, 
rare, irreplaceable, exemplary, 
unique, endangered, threatened, 
or vulnerable to adverse change. 

Yes 

Agassiz’s desert tortoise — Populations and habitat within the 
Ivanpah Valley are important to maintain population 
connectivity for the Northeastern Recovery Unit of Agassiz’s 
desert tortoise. The habitat for the wild population on the west 
side of I-15 is fragmented by tortoise fence barriers to separate 
the experimental population in the large scale translocation site 
from the wild population. Development of solar facilities within 
CA and NV and lack of habitat connection corridors under I-15 
have left a narrow area of habitat occupied by tortoises within 
the nomination area east of I-15 along the Lucy Gray Mountains 
that maintains population connectivity. In addition, increased 
human use of the area for recreation and mining and increased 
demand for transmission utilities further threaten the function of 
the habitat corridor along the Lucy Gray Mountains.  
 
"Corridors" are defined as narrow areas of habitat in which 
resident tortoises persist and continue to interact with their 
neighbors within and outside the corridor, rather than a more 
narrow band of habitat will allow an individual tortoise to move 
through it to the other side, breed with a tortoise on that side, 
and produce viable offspring that contribute to the next 
generation. 

No 

Though the following BLM Nevada Sensitive Species may 
occur within the nominated area, the habitat and populations in 
this area have not been identified as requiring special land 
designation to meet conservation goals. 

• Gila Monster 
• desert bighorn sheep 
• Brewer’s sparrow 
• ferruginous hawk 
• golden eagle 
• Le Conte’s thrasher 
• Lewis’s woodpecker 
• loggerhead shrike 
• peregrine falcon 
• western burrowing owl 
• desert bearpoppy 
• polished blazingstar 
• rosy twotone beardtongue 
• yellow twotone penstemon 

Yes 
White-margined penstemon—Due to the limited distribution of 
suitable habitat for this species, circumstances could occur if 
habitat were not protected that makes this population fragile, 
and vulnerable to adverse change. 



Importance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

No 

Though the following species may occur within the nominated 
area, the species have been reviewed in accordance with BLM 
Manual Section 6840 and did not meet the criteria for BLM 
Nevada Sensitive Species (October 2011).  Habitat and 
populations in this area are not fragile, sensitive, rare, 
irreplaceable, exemplary, unique, endangered, threatened, or 
vulnerable to adverse change at this time. 

• cactus wren 
• calliope hummingbird 
• Costa’s hummingbird 
• gray vireo 
• long-eared owl 
• northern harrier 
• short-eared owl 
• Aven Nelson phacelia  
• black grama 
• Branched noseburn 
• California false pennyroyal 
• cavedwelling evening primrose 
• chinese lantern 
• Clark Mountain spurge 
• crowned muilla 
• Death Valley ephedra 
• desert pincushion 
• desert portulaca 
• Gilman's springparsley 
• Goodding's phacelia 
• hairy woollygrass 
• limestone bedstraw 
• Mojave milkweed 
• Nevada agave 
• New York Mountains catseye 
• nine-awned pappus grass 
• Parish’s club-cholla 
• purple bird’s beak 
• red grama 
• Rusby’s desert-mallow 
• small threadstem sandmat 
• small-flowered androstephium  
• Tidestrom's milkvetch 
• Utah fleabane 
• Utah mortonia 
• Utah vine milkweed 
• wingseed blazingstar 
• Wright’s beebrush 

Has been recognized as 
warranting protection to satisfy 
national priority concerns or to 
carry out the mandates of 
FLPMA. 

No 

Agassiz’s desert tortoise — While the species is Federally 
listed, there is no designated critical habitat in the area. While 
the species receives protection from the Endangered Species 
Act, the absence of designated critical habitat shows this area 
has not been specifically recognized as warranting protection to 
meet national priority concerns or to carry out the mandates of 
FLPMA at this time. 



Importance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

No 

Though the following BLM Nevada Sensitive Species may 
occur within the nominated area, the habitat and populations in 
this area have not been specifically recognized as warranting 
protection to meet national priority concerns or to carry out the 
mandates of FLPMA at this time. 

• Gila Monster 
• desert bighorn sheep 
• Brewer’s sparrow 
• ferruginous hawk 
• golden eagle 
• Le Conte’s thrasher 
• Lewis’s woodpecker 
• loggerhead shrike 
• peregrine falcon 
• western burrowing owl 
• desert bearpoppy 
• polished blazingstar 
• rosy twotone beardtongue 
• white margin penstemon 
• yellow twotone penstemon 



Importance Value Yes/No Rationale for Determination 

No 

Though the following species may occur within the nominated 
area, the species have been reviewed in accordance with BLM 
Manual Section 6840 and did not warrant protection to satisfy 
national priority concerns or to carry out the mandates of 
FLPMA at this time. 

• cactus wren 
• calliope hummingbird 
• Costa’s hummingbird 
• gray vireo 
• long-eared owl 
• northern harrier 
• short-eared owl 
• Aven Nelson phacelia  
• black grama 
• Branched noseburn 
• California false pennyroyal 
• cavedwelling evening primrose 
• chinese lantern 
• Clark Mountain spurge 
• crowned muilla 
• Death Valley ephedra 
• desert pincushion 
• desert portulaca 
• Gilman's springparsley 
• Goodding's phacelia 
• hairy woollygrass 
• limestone bedstraw 
• Mojave milkweed 
• Nevada agave 
• New York Mountains catseye 
• nine-awned pappus grass 
• Parish’s club-cholla 
• purple bird’s beak 
• red grama 
• Rusby’s desert-mallow 
• small threadstem sandmat 
• small-flowered androstephium  
• Tidestrom's milkvetch 
• Utah fleabane 
• Utah mortonia 
• Utah vine milkweed 
• wingseed blazingstar 
• Wright’s beebrush 

Has qualities that warrant 
highlighting to satisfy public or 
management concerns about 
safety and public welfare. 

No Area was not nominated for this value. None known to be 
present. 

Poses a significant threat to 
human life and safety or to 
property. 

No Area was not nominated for this value. Not present. 

 
Nominated Area to Potential ACEC 

This area was nominated to include 89,599 acres of public land. Basin and Range Watch identified this 
area as being important for several sensitive species. Their nomination states, “The Ivanpah Valley 



contains an important habitat that supports a variety of rare and important species as well as important 
visual and cultural resources. The Ivanpah Valley is also undergoing pressure to develop various land 
uses. Golden Eagle, Western Burrowing Owl, Peregrine Falcon, chuckwalla and Gila monster occur here, 
as well as many rare plants from Nevada and California.”  

The BLM interdisciplinary team determined that 40,180 nominated acres meet criteria for both relevance 
and importance and will be considered in the Draft EIS. Specifically, the following meet at least one 
criterion for both relevance and importance: 

• Agassiz’s desert tortoise – 30,912 acres 

• White-margined penstemon – 13,795 acres (based on presence surveys and habitat modeling that 
includes low potential habitat) 

Approximately 4527 acres of white-margined penstemon habitat around Roach Dry Lakebed overlaps 
with the area meeting relevance and importance for Agassiz’s desert tortoise. This will be considered as 
one 30,912-acre unit in the Draft EIS. 

The Congressional disposal area for the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport contains 4181 acres of 
the white-margined penstemon habitat around Roach Dry Lakebed. Populations within the disposal 
boundary will not be further analyzed for ACEC designation within this planning effort.  

The remaining penstemon habitat is located in a population around Jean Dry Lakebed and in Hidden 
Valley. The Basin and Range Watch nomination area does not include this entire population. BLM has 
analyzed this population as a whole unit within the Jean Lake ACEC nomination. 

The BLM interdisciplinary team determined that the area does not meet the criteria of relevance and 
importance for cultural values and natural hazards. BLM acknowledges the value of many of the fish and 
wildlife species and natural process or systems nominated that did not meet the importance criteria. Many 
of the current ACECs and proposed ACECs contain these resources and will provide adequate protection. 
In addition, the RMP contains objectives and minimization measures to provide protection for these 
resources outside designated areas.  

 



 
 

 
OUTSTANDING ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND VALUES OF THE IVANPAH VALLEY PUBLIC LANDS: 
 
A Nomination to the U. S. Bureau of Land Management (Needles Field Office) for Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) Status, Ivanpah Valley, California and Nevada 
 
Submitted by Basin and Range Watch on October 23, 2011 
 to: 
 
 Mary Jo Rugwell  
District Manager  
Bureau of Land Management  
4701 North Torrey Pines Drive  
Las Vegas, NV  
89130 
 
SUMMARY 
 
This petition nominates the public lands in the Ivanpah Valley for status as an Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). These lands are primarily located in Clark County, Nevada and San Bernardino County, 
California and are roughly 202 square miles (129,379 acres) in extent. About 50 square miles would be on the 
California side and 152 square miles would be on the Nevada side. The acreage for the nomination in the Las 
Vegas Resource Area is: 98,300 acres.  This nomination describes the significant environmental resources and 
values of these lands, and the need for special management attention. The Ivanpah Valley contains an 
important habitat that supports a variety of rare and important species as well as important visual and cultural 
resources. The Ivanpah Valley is also undergoing pressure to develop various land uses. Renewable energy is 
now a very large part of this picture. The Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System is under construction and 
will remove 3,600 acres of habitat. The First Solar Stateline project would be located adjacent to the Ivanpah 
Project and would remove an additional 2,200 acres. The first phase of the Silver State Project is being built 
across the state line near Primm, Nevada which is 600 acres. In addition, First Solar is seeking to develop a 
Right of Way for 4,000 more acres of public land on the Nevada side. 
 
Other development proposals in the Ivanpah Valley include: 
 
The Desert Xpress High Speed Railroad; 
 
The Molycorp Mine expansion; 
 
Mining claims include Elissa's rare earth mining claims, totaling approximately 4,460 acres near Primm, 
Nevada 
 
The proposed Ivanpah airport on Roach Dry Lake that would cover 6,500 acres. 
 



Other solar and wind applications could potentially remove more habitat and block wildlife connectivity. 
 
This proposal to preserve lands in Ivanpah Valley as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern is a response to 
the recent impacts that have occurred from the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System as well as proposals 
to develop more solar energy on lands of high ecological and conservation value. This proposal is intended to 
be an alternative to approval of Right of Way Applications for additional energy proposals. 
 
The Ivanpah Valley contains outstanding examples of rare, diverse botanical and wildlife resources. It contains 
archeological resources and is culturally significant to Native Americans. Ivanpah Valley contains wilderness 
values and scenic visual significance. It is located next to federally designated wilderness areas and the Mojave 
National Preserve, the third largest unit of the National Park system in the Continental United States . 
 
In the Mojave Desert Ecoregional Assessment undertaken by The Nature Conservancy, Ivanpah Valley is 
identified as Ecologically Core in California and parts of Nevada, with most of the Nevada portion identified as 
Ecologically Intact. 
 
These values are defined as: 
 
"Ecologically Core: These lands of highest conservation value are largely undisturbed and un-fragmented, and 
support the conservation targets species, ecological systems, springs and seeps) selected for this analysis. 
Their full protection is critical for long-term conservation of biodiversity in the Mojave Desert.” 
 
and 
 
“Ecologically Intact: These lands of high conservation value are largely undisturbed and unfragmented and 
support conservation targets. They buffer Ecologically Core lands and require levels of protection that will 
allow them to remain relatively undisturbed to preserve ecological processes and to provide viable habitat and 
connectivity for native animals, plants, and communities.” (Randall et al. 2010) 
 
This ACEC nomination seeks to preserve the following resources: 
 
Biological Resources: 
 
 
Plants: 
 
Ivanpah Valley is a core area of the biologically rich eastern Mojave Desert where plant diversity rivals that of 
the primeval coastal redwood forests of the Pacific Northwest. It lies at the heart of the Mojave Desert, an 
area treasured by scientists throughout the world for its unparalleled pristine quality among deserts, and 
recognized as one of the world’s last functional ecosystems. Ivanpah Valley lies at the hub of a floristic frontier 
where botanists continue to discover new species to science, and it harbors high concentrations of rare plant 
species. Twelve rare plants species were documented on the approved Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating 
System project site. 
 
Ivanpah Valley provides habitat for numerous rare plants (see list below), such as Mojave Milkweed, White-
margined Penstemon, and Desert Pincushion. Many species have peripheral populations here, and the area is 
important for the long-term conservation of genetic diversity and evolutionary potential of their species, 
particularly within the context of uncertain climatic changes to their habitat. The benefit of preserving intact 



habitat and connectivity with surrounding areas is well documented in conservation science literature. It is 
vital to preserve metapopulations and the processes that sustain them. 
 
Rare plant status and regulations may vary between Nevada and California. An ACEC designation for the 
Ivanpah Valley in both California and Nevada would provide an opportunity to apply more efficient 
conservation measures in both states. 
 
Special-status plant species known to occur in the Proposed Ivanpah ACEC. Compiled by James M. Andre, 
Director of the Sweeney Granite Mountains Desert Research Center & Sacramento Mountains Reserve, 
University of California - Natural Reserve System, August 28, 2011: 
 
Agave utahensis var. nevadensis  
Aloysia wrightii 
Androstephium breviflorum  
Arctomecon merriamii 
Asclepias nyctaginifolia  
Astragalus lentiginosus var. borreganus 
Astragalus tidestromia  
Astrolepis cochisensis ssp. cochisensis  
Bouteloua eriopoda  
Bouteloua trifida  
Chamaesyce revoluta  
Cordylanthus parviflorus  
Corypantha chlorantha  
Cymopteris gilmanii  
Cynanchum utahensis  
Enneapogon desvauxii  
Erigeron utahensis  
Erioneuron pilosum  
Euphorbia exstipulata var. exstipulata  
Galium proliferum 
Grusonia parishii 
Hedeoma nanum var. californicum  
Mentzelia polita  
Mentzelia pterosperma  
Mortonia utahensis  
Muilla coronata  
Oenothera cavernae  
Penstemon bicolor ssp. roseus  
Phacelia anelsonii  
Phacelia coerulea  
Phacelia pulchella var. gooddingii 
Physalis lobata  
Portulaca halimoides  
Sanvitalia abertii  
Sphaeralcea rusbyi var. eremicola  
Tragia ramosa 
 



The California Energy Commission staff considered impacts to five rare plants for the Ivanpah Solar Electric 
Generating System: Mojave milkweed (Asclepias nyctaginifolia), Desert pincushion (Coryphantha chlorantha), 
Nine-awned pappus grass (Enneapogon desvauxii), Parish’s club-cholla (Grusonia parishii), and Rusby’s desert-
mallow (Sphaeralcea rusbyi var. eremicola) to be significant according to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) guidelines because the project would eliminate a substantial portion of their documented occurrences 
in the state.  
 
"Given the project’s location on a large portion of the Ivanpah Valley, and in particular, the bajada and alluvial 
fans that support special- status plant species, it is reasonable to conclude that a substantial portion of the 
suitable habitat for these plants would be affected by construction of the ISEGS project, increasing the threat 
of local extirpation of the Ivanpah Valley proportion of these species’ ranges" (Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System, page 6.2-71). 
 
Rusby's desert-mallow is considered by the California Native Plant Society to be especially of concern, and is 

on its List 1B - Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. (California Native Plant Society. 

2011. Inventory of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants of California. Accessed at 

http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/.) 

 Rusby’s Desert-Mallow is a California endemic perennial herb; it is documented globally from less than 30 
occurrences in Inyo and San Bernardino Counties in the Death Valley Region and eastern Mojave Desert in the 
Clark Mountain Range. It has a California Natural Diversity Database state rank of S2 (imperiled). It occurs in 
the Clark Mountain Range at Ivanpah Springs, on desert slopes and gravelly sandy washes and often in 
carbonate and limestone substrate, extending into the project area. This plant is also a BLM-sensitive plant 
species detected on site. This species was not detected during the 2007 surveys, but in 2008 15 individuals 
were mapped in 12 locations in Mojave creosote bush scrub within Ivanpah 1, 2, and 3, the construction 
logistics area, and the utility corridor.  
 
Mojave Milkweed is limited to a very small area in eastern San Bernardino County. Currently, it is known from 
less than 25 occurrences, 16 of which occur in Ivanpah Valley in the project area. Its distribution outside of 
Ivanpah Valley is limited to a few very old historic collections and only two other populations that have been 
confirmed extant. This plant also occurs in Arizona, New Mexico, and Nevada but it has a California state rank 
of S1 (critically imperiled and vulnerable to extirpation from the state due to extreme rarity). 
 
Other rare plants are somewhat more widespread, but taking into account the cumulative impacts of the 
dozens of other large utility-scale solar applications pending in the desert, this is little comfort: Small-Flowered 
Androstephium (Androstephium breviflorum), Utah Vine Milkweed (Cynanchum utahense), and Desert 
portulaca (Portulaca halimoides).  
 
The California Native Plant Society noted that summer-rain germinating species of plants are quite rich and 
well-represented in Ivanpah Valley. 
 
The California Native Plant Society further commented that the project would eliminate several square miles 
of occupied rare plant habitat. "There are no known techniques to mitigate for the loss of rare plants and their 
habitat in desert environments. Avoidance is the only mitigation that is appropriate for this site. There is no 
known method to compensate for the loss of this rare plant habitat. Simple habitat acquisition for the desert 
tortoise cannot provide adequate compensation for the loss of this high quality rare plant habitat. To be able 
to find comparable compensation habitat for the rare plants will require an enormous amount of fieldwork to 
survey private lands that might be occupied. Simple translocation of the adult plants does not perpetuate 



population structures for long term productivity and is an unproven mitigation for habitat destruction. The 
scale of destruction of subsurface ecosystem components and seed banks is impossible to mitigate. Currently, 
there are no known mitigation actions that are successful for desert plants and habitats." (ibid. page 6.2-77-
78).  
The Nevada portion of Ivanpah Valley also has numerous rare plants, including some of the few populations of 
White-margined penstemon which is being petitioned for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act. 
Although this is not a comprehensive list, these species have been found on the fan region east of Primm:  
 
Aven Nelson Phacelia (Phacelia anelsonii) 
Rosy Twotone Beardtongue (Penstemon bicolor ssp. roseus) 
Yellow Twotone Penstemon (Penstemon bicolor ssp. bicolor)  
White-Margined Penstemon (Penstemon albomarginatus) 
Death Valley Ephedra (Ephedra funerea) 
New York Mountains Catseye (Cryptantha tumulosa) 
Spring Mountains Milk-Vetch (Astragalus remotus) 
Nye Milk-Vetch (Astragalus nyensis) 
Mojave Milk-Vetch( Astragalus mohavensis var. mohavensis) 
White Bear Poppy (Arctomecon merriamii) 
  
 
Biological Soil Crusts: 
 
Soil biological crust is a mix of organisms that occupy and protect the surface of the soil in most desert 
ecosystems. The organisms often include filamentous and non-filamentous cyanobacteria, mosses, lichens, 
liverworts and fungi. Biological soil crusts are common throughout the proposed ACEC boundaries. 
 
Damage to intact desert soils with biotic crusts and the resulting increased siltation during flooding and dust 
can adversely impact desert ecosystems. Biological crusts protect the soil and hold weeds at bay.  
Ivanpah Valley has a very high density of biological soil crusts compared to other areas of the Mojave Desert, 
and should be protected. These living soil crusts naturally sequester carbon dioxide, and thus Ivanpah Valley is 
a pool for carbon that can help offset Climate Change impacts, as long as it is not mechanically disturbed. 
 
Biological soil crusts are important to ecological function.  

 
 “The presence of these organisms on the soil surface increases soil stability. Because they are photosynthetic 
they also contribute carbon to the underlying soils. Free-living and lichenized cyanobacteria can also convert 
atmospheric nitrogen into bio-available nitrogen, and thus are an important source of this often limiting 
nutrient.” (Rosentreter, Bowker, and  Belnap 2010) 
 
Wildlife: 
 
Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii): 
 
The Ivanpah Valley area is considered excellent quality desert tortoise habitat with some of the highest 
population densities in the East Mojave Desert.  
 

As defined in the original Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) Recovery Plan (1994), the region was within the 
Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit for the desert tortoise, one of six designated evolutionary significant 



units. This population was understood to be genetically the most distinctive unit of the desert tortoise in the 
Mojave Desert. Northeastern Mojave desert tortoises were recognized as the most genetically distinct 
population of California’s desert tortoises. The range of this population is limited in California and Ivanpah 
Valley contains a significant portion of this range. When the Recovery Plan was issued, some of the highest 
known tortoise densities were in southern Ivanpah Valley, with 200 to 250 adults per square mile. 

The Revised Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (2011) reduced the number of recovery units from six to five and 
changed some of the boundaries of the 1994 recovery units, with the result that the Ivanpah Valley population 
is now classified as part of the Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit.  Nonetheless, this population and its high quality 
habitat remain important for connectivity among desert tortoise populations. 

Connectivity:  

Based on analysis of genetic data, Hagerty, in her thesis Ecological Genetics of the Mojave Desert Tortoise 
(2008), identifies the Ivanpah Valley population of desert tortoises as part of the South Las Vegas unit, a 
genetically distinct subpopulation (see Figure 3, p. 205; see also Hagerty and Tracy 2010). This subpopulation 
is important in maintaining for genetic flow with other core populations to the north and west in Nevada, and 
to the south and west into California. Maintaining connectivity within the subpopulation in the Ivanpah Valley 
and north and east into Nevada is equally important, something only an ACEC in the Valley can achieve. 

Animals and plants often do not exist evenly across the landscape, but in spotty patches of preferred or good 
quality habitat. In the past, biologists looked at the size and quality of habitat patches, but now there is more 
interest in the areas between the patches, the "matrix." The size and quality of habitat patches has been 
shown in studies to be a poor predictor of occupancy. The matrix may be more important as the areas 
between that provide connectivity.  

This important connectivity function provided by Ivanpah Valley for desert tortoises cannot be replaced by 
mitigation measures.  The habitat needs to be avoided, and protected. 

The several proposed projects in Ivanpah Valley would block this connectivity, and severely impact gene flow 
between Recovery Units and within Recovery Units.  

The 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan states that “Large blocks of habitat, containing large populations of 
the target species, are superior to small blocks of habitat containing small populations.”  

The Revised Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (2011) indicates that most of the lands in our Ivanpah ACEC 
proposal have “high potential” to support desert tortoise populations. (see map below) 

 



 

Alarming Numbers: 

We are now all too familiar with the problems that are associated with the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating 
System. The numbers of desert tortoise were underestimated. At this point, only one phase of the project has 
been cleared for desert tortoises.  

The following numbers have been determined by private and public biologists working on the Ivanpah Project. 
The Revised Biological Assessment for the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System (ISEGS) Project of April 19, 
2011 (prepared for Bureau of Land Management by Sundance Biology, Inc., Kiva Biological Consulting, and 
CH2MHill) states that 3,344 acres of desert tortoise habitat will be permanently removed, 176 acres more 
temporarily disturbed. 

The revised June 2011 Biological Opinion from USFWS estimates that 51 to 141 adult and subadult tortoises 
may be found on the ISEGS site while 91 to 391 subadult and adult tortoises may be found on recipient sites 
where tortoises will be translocated to, a total of 142 to 532 tortoises. 

The total number of immature tortoises (under 160 millimeters shell length) that could be impacted may be 
891 to 3,236. Juvenile tortoises will suffer an estimated 90% mortality on the project site. And 451 to 1,631 
eggs and hatchlings may be impacted by the project activities on site and in the surrounding areas 
 
The recent findings demonstrate that conservation measures are needed to insure survival and viability of the 
population for the future. 

Gila Monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum): 
 
The Gila monster is a fossorial species that is very difficult to locate. Rare Gila monsters have been found in 
Ivanpah Valley, one of the few places in California and Nevada where they range. 
 
Dr. Daniel Beck of Central Washington University, who is the leading authority on the biology of helodermatid 
lizards had this to say about surveys: 
 
“As you know it is extremely difficult to make accurate population estimates of Gila monsters, especially in the 
Mojave Desert, where they are even less frequently active than in the Sonoran Desert. Some sites in the 
eastern Mojave desert contain population densities of up to 20 lizards/square mile. I know of sites in southern 
Nevada that contain fairly high densities as well, perhaps as high as 10-15/square mile (just an estimate). High 
densities are associated with sites that have relatively high topographical complexity (lots of topographical 
relief, boulders, burrows, and potential shelters for Gila monsters). Sandy areas bordering rocky outcrops are 
good habitat areas. I'd advise decision makers not to assume the absence of Gila monsters based on short-
term surveys” (Daniel Beck, personal communication 2009). 
 
Populations of this species in the Mojave Desert are fringe populations and could carry unique genetic 
bottleneck traits that should be studies, and their habitat protected. 
 
Birds: 
 
Ivanpah Valley provides habitat for a high diversity of sensitive bird species such as Western Burrowing Owl 
(Athene cunicularia hypugaea), Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), Le 



Conte’s Thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), Crissal Thrasher (Toxostoma crissale), Vaux’s Swift (Chaetura vauxi), 
and Brewer’s Sparrow (Spizella breweri). Loss of nesting and foraging habitat for these special-status bird 
species would adversely affect populations of these species within the Ivanpah Valley. 
 
Ivanpah Valley is adjacent to mountain ranges with pinyon-juniper woodland habitat that have breeding 
populations of southwestern bird species that are more common in Arizona and rare in California and Nevada. 
The valley has records of Gray vireo and Hepatic tanager which use the creosote scrub habitat as migration 
corridors. Clark Mountain is part of the East Mojave Peaks Important Bird Area. In addition, Ivanpah Valley 
provides potential habitat and migration corridors for a high diversity of sensitive species, including the 
following California Department of Fish and Game Species of Special Concern: 
 
Mountain Plover (Charadrius montanus) 
Northern Goshawk  (Accipiter gentilis) 
Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus) 
Long-eared Owl  (Asio otus) 
Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus) 
Black Swift (Cypseloides niger) 
Lucy's Warbler (Oreothlypis luciae) 
Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia)  
Ferruginous Hawk  (Buteo Regalis) 
Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus) 
Whip-poor-will  (Caprimulgus vociferus) 
Costa's Hummingbird  (Calypte costae) 
Calliope Hummingbird (Stellula calliope) 
Lewis's Woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis) 
Williamson's Sapsucker (Sphyrapicus thyroideus) 
Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) 
Sage Thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus) 
Cactus Wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus) 
 
Desert Bighorn Sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni): 
 
Tracks, scat, and beds of Nelson bighorn sheep are found regularly on foothill ridges of the Clark Mountain 
Range about 3-4 miles above the ISEGS project site. Groups of ewes and lambs have been observed in the 
Stateline Hills. The Ivanpah Valley itself serves as seasonal foraging and migration corridor habitat. 
Intermountain areas of the desert floor that bighorn traverse between mountain ranges can be as important 
to the long-term viability of populations as are the mountain ranges themselves. 
 
Alluvial fans near steep rocky terrain can provide crucial foraging habitat for big horn sheep. For example, 
ewes at the end of gestation that need nutrients may come down from steep, rocky terrain looking for higher 
quality forage. They might use areas for only three weeks, but those three weeks are critical.  
 
Bighorn biologists Dr. John Wehausen and Dr. Vern Bleich have concluded that radio telemetry studies of 

bighorn sheep in various southwestern deserts, including the Mojave Desert of California, have found 

considerable movement of these sheep between mountain ranges.... Consequently, intermountain areas of 

the desert floor that bighorn traverse between mountain ranges can be as important to the long-term viability 

of populations as are the mountain ranges themselves. (Schwartz et al., 1986; Bleich et al. 1990, 1996).” 



 Alluvial fans near steep rocky terrain can provide crucial foraging habitat for big horn sheep (Wehausen 

2005). 

 
Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus)  
 
Mule Deer occupy Clark Mountain and the McCullough Range, and deer have been seen traveling through 
lower-elevation fans and basin edges in creosote-Mojave yucca habitat elsewhere in the Mojave Desert. 
Ivanpah Valley could provide seasonal habitat0 for deer as well as bighorn sheep. 

Cultural Resources: 

The alluvial fans of Ivanpah Valley have high cultural value for present Tribes. Chemehuevi, Mohave and 
Paiute elders say the flats and fans were much used in their tradition, and still are today. Every shrub had a 
use, whether medicinal, for baskets, fiber, or food. The Wolfberry (Lycium) thickets were highly valued for 
seasonal berry-picking. Every lizard species, as well as tortoises, were hunted for food. Ancient trails crossed 
the fan from village sites across the valley (and some can still be seen today), linking springs, agave roasting 
pits, cave habitations, geoglyphs, prayer spots, and deer/bighorn hunting areas on Clark Mountain. The body 
of knowledge is extensive about Ivanpah Valley’s cultural uses and geography, and this is important to 
preserve for future generations as an intact cultural landscape. 

Previous surveys in the region, including Ivanpah Valley, have found evidence of prehistoric use: campsites, 
lithic scatters, ceramics, rock shelters showing sign of habitation, trails, and agave roasting pits. These range 
from the valleys to the mountains. Open temporary campsites as well as more permanent camps have been 
found in the valley zone, as well as chipped stone artifacts, ceramic scatter, and a trail. Surface artifacts and 
features may range from 4,000 years old to recent. (California Energy Commission and Bureau of Land 
Management 2009) 

Three rock shelters are in the area, one just above the ISEGS project site at the base of Clark Mountain. One 
has milling stones. Grass seeds were probably eaten, as well as pine nuts from the local Pinyon groves in Clark 
Mountain and other surrounding ranges. The playa edge provided other resources when it held water 
periodically. The local Clark Mountain agave (Agave utahensis var. nevadensis) stands in the hills provided a 
rich root-food that was roasted in pits.  

Obsidian flakes and nodules, and chert bifaces (all of rock not from the region) were found on the ISEGS site, 
as well as historic mining debris, pits, and a horseshoe. Three apparently prehistoric rock shelters were found 
on the small limestone hill in the northern part of the project area, as well as rock walls and cairns on both this 
hill and the larger metamorphic hill. Cairns may be of both Native American and miner in origin. 

During archaeological studies observers found patches of very stable old bajada, bypassed by flood washes 
and ground disturbance. A subfossil piñon log (Pinus monophylla) was found on a more recent bajada surface 
among recently active ephemeral streams. The log is thought to be anywhere from 1,100 to 3,400 years old 
and may date the surface on which it was found to that approximate age. This information demonstrates that, 
although the bajada is subject to a geomorphic regime of net erosion, the landform provides enough stable 
surface patches to preserve other potential archaeological sites. 

This is "old growth Mojave Desert scrub" and ancient creosote rings also indicating stable land surfaces. These 
creosote bushes grow clonally outwards in a ring, and may be thousands of years old.  



An enigmatic geoglyph was found next to the metamorphic hill on a small hill next to the middle of the ISEGS 
and Stateline Solar Farm project sites. It lies on a ridge, and has five stacked rock features, some like small 
terraces on either side of the ridgeline. Three stone niches were built, and one part of a bench is filled with 
white quartz, making a contrast with the blackish metamorphic rocks around it. Near the terrace complex is an 
odd triangular rock-wall feature filled with angular cobbles. The quartzite was apparently taken from a vein 
about 90 feet to the south. The quartzite from the feature seems more weathered, and may have been 
collected prior to the time when the vein was opened by miners. No metal was found. 

Archaeologists speculate that it could be related to some symbolic ritual activity, possibly related to Southwest 
agricultural users. This feature should be preserved, and the surrounding desert context also conserved as a 
cultural landscape. 

Construction of solar and wind projects proposed throughout this region would result in substantial changes in 
the setting and feeling, and association of the areas in which they are constructed. The current design of these 
projects would result in a significant cumulative impact to the region. Potential impacts would include physical 
disturbance or alteration directly as a result of construction activity or diminished visual character of 
traditional use areas due to the presence of industrial structures. The potential for vast disturbance of the 
desert would potentially lead to a loss of resources and impacts to visual character of cultural landscapes and 
connected trails, features, artifacts, and cultural resources, resulting in a significant cumulative impact.  

Visual Resources:  
 
In 1994, the Mojave National Preserve was established along with the Stateline and North Mesquite 
Mountains Wilderness areas under the California Desert Protection Act. Later, Nevada would establish the 
McCullough Range Wilderness Area. The spectacular visual resources of the Ivanpah Valley were part of the 
justification for establishing the conservation areas. The lands in Ivanpah Valley have a variety of Bureau of 
Land Management Visual Resource Management class designations. Many of these lands fall into Class I and 
Class II designations, which are defined as:  
 
Class I—“The objective of this class is to preserve the existing character of the landscape. This class provides for natural 
ecological changes; however, it does not preclude very limited management activity. The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape should be very low and must not attract attention.” 
 
Class II—“The objective of this class is to retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape should be low. Management activities may be seen, but should not attract the attention of the 
casual observer. Any changes must repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant 

natural features of the characteristic landscape.” (Bureau of Land Management 1986) 
 
Due to the immense acreage required, renewable energy projects that are being constructed in Ivanpah Valley 
and other projects that are being proposed will cumulatively impact visual resources of the regions with the 
highest conservation status and visual resource rankings. Projects spanning up to ten square kilometers are 
visible for great distances and negatively impact adjacent conservation areas. 
 
Maps: 
 



 
 



 
 

These are the approximate boundaries of the proposed ACEC. We included existing land use designations and 
some of the latest development projects and proposals on the map. The first map shows the ACEC Boundaries 
with existing development proposals. The second map shows existing conservation designations with the 
ACEC boundary. 
 

ACEC Designation and Management: 

We understand that the BLM designates ACEC’s for both cultural and/or biological resources.  Given the 

information briefly summarized herein, we strongly suggest that the new Ivanpah Valley Area of Critical 

Environmental Concern be designated to protect both cultural and biological resources identified herein. 

The importance of these biological and cultural resources warrants the consideration of this new ACEC as the 

preferred alternative in future environmental documents, which are typically associated with a given 

development proposal.  If not the preferred alternative, it is prudent that each new Environmental Impact 

Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) consider as one of its alternatives a conservation 

alternative that designates this proposed ACEC. 



We understand that designation of a new ACEC would require development of an associated ACEC 

management plan, and that interested parties may provide through both public input and volunteer efforts 

support of such a planning effort.  Herein, we extend our commitment to assist the BLM by all legal means 

available to help provide further baseline information and future support to complete the new ACEC 

management plan. 

Although it would be our contention that no new large-scale renewable energy projects should occur in this 

ACEC, we expect that the management plan would provide standards and guidelines that would codify the 

level of acceptable development identified through public scoping that would minimize significant impacts to 

both cultural and biological resources.  Mapping of the sensitive plant species and tortoise hot spots may 

reveal areas where conflicts would be minimized and some, albeit limited, development acceptable.   

We recommend that all multiple use categories in the new ACEC be designated as Limited.  Without the added 

protection provided by the ACEC designation, conflicting uses could lead to declines in the numbers or ranges 

of rare plant and animal species and compromise important, irreplaceable cultural resources. In California, a 

goal of the CDCA Plan is to prevent rare species from declining to the point of becoming listed as threatened 

or endangered. The ACEC management provisions should be tailored to the specific needs of the plants and 

animals found in this new ACEC. 

Prudent management prescriptions that may apply to this ACEC include: (1) Minimization or complete 

exclusion of renewable energy projects. (2) Withdrawal of all lands within the expanded ACEC boundary from 

mineral entry.  (3) Acquisition of private lands from willing sellers and designation of vehicle routes.  (4) 

Botanical surveys for special status plants listed herein and incorporation of conservation measures for the 

plants and their habitat where new occurrences are identified.  And, (5) adoption of other pertinent 

protection measures identified in the Northern and Eastern Mojave Desert Coordinated Management Plan, as 

necessary to protect sensitive biological and cultural resources. 
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O&M Operation and Maintenance 
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PCS Power Conversion Station 
Plan Preparation Plan 
Project Silver State Solar South Project 
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ROD record of decision 
ROW right-of-way 
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INTRODUCTION
 

This Public Scoping Summary Report has been developed by the United States Department of 
the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Las Vegas Field Office (LVFO) to present a 
summary and overview of the public scoping process conducted for the proposed Silver State 
Solar South (Project) Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). It documents the 
public scoping process, summarizes public and agency comments received during the scoping 
period, describes the analysis of those comments, and provides a preliminary list of issues to be 
addressed in the SEIS. 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Silver State, a wholly owned subsidiary of First Solar, Inc., has applied to the BLM LVFO for a 
right-of-way (ROW) on federal land to construct and operate the Silver State Solar South Project 
(Project). The proposed 350-megawatt alternating current (MWac) solar photovoltaic (PV) 
power generation facility would be located in the Ivanpah Valley, 40 miles south of Las Vegas, 
and approximately 2 miles east of Primm, Nevada. The Project boundary encompasses 
approximately 12,563 acres of federal, BLM-managed lands located entirely within Clark 
County. 

Significant portions of the Project were previously evaluated in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) for the Silver State Solar Energy Project. The FEIS analyzed the development 
of a 400-megawatt (MW) PV solar project to be constructed in three phases. Phase I consisted of 
the construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of a 60-MW solar plant 
including associated facilities. Phase II and III included construction and operation of the two 
remaining solar plants and the infrastructure to complete the 400-MW project. The FEIS 
assessed the potential environmental impacts of issuance of the ROW grants and identified 
mitigation measures for impacts that could be significant and adverse. 

On October 12, 2010, the BLM signed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Silver State Solar 
Energy Project. The ROD was specific to the first phase – the 60-MWac Silver State Solar 
Project, and indicated that subsequent phases (Phases II and III) would be reviewed to assess 
consistency with the prior environmental review conducted as part of the FEIS. On May 18, 
2011 the BLM issued a Notice to Proceed authorizing construction of the 50-MWac Silver State 
Solar North Project on approximately 618 acres. 

In early 2011, in response to BLM and stakeholder feedback and to address sensitive resource 
and development issues, Silver State submitted a new ROW application (NVN-089530) to secure 
an additional 5,176 acres of BLM-administered lands in order to modify the project layout for 
Phase II and III. The ROW application, submitted in February 2011 and amended in March 2011 
was assigned BLM serial number NVN-089530. Following review of the revised project layout 
and in consideration of stakeholder feedback, the BLM determined that a SEIS must be prepared 
to analyze the change in design and location. The SEIS will address new information associated 
with the Silver State South Project and it will also consider an amendment to the LVFO 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) regarding proposed land and resource use changes within the 
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Jean Lake/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area that would be required to allow 
construction and operation of the Silver State South Project. 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), if substantial changes to a Proposed 
Action are relevant to environmental concerns, then a SEIS must be prepared to provide a basis 
for rational decision-making and give the public and other agencies an opportunity to review and 
comment on the analysis of the changes or new information (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] 1502.9(c)(4)). 

To comply with the requirements of NEPA, the BLM is preparing a SEIS to disclose the 
potential environmental impacts associated with construction and operation of the Project, and to 
consider alternatives to the proposed Project. The SEIS will consider the environmental impacts 
associated with granting the Proponent a ROW for construction and operation of a solar facility 
in Clark County, Nevada. The BLM will use the SEIS in rendering a decision whether to grant, 
deny, or modify the requested ROW and it will also consider an amendment to the LVFO 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) regarding proposed land and resource use changes within the 
Jean Lake/Roach Lake Special Recreation Management Area that would be required to allow 
construction and operation of the Silver State South Project. 

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION 

This document contains summary descriptions of the following: 

•	 Public scoping meetings, including public notices announcing meetings and opportunities for 
public and agency comments during the scoping period 

•	 Public scoping content analysis process, including how individual letters and comments were 
coded and tabulated 

•	 Public scoping comment summaries and preliminary issue statements, organized by resource 
•	 Appendices containing copies of the Federal Register Notice of Intent, meeting 

announcements and outreach materials, meeting sign-in sheets, meeting presentation 
materials and handouts, scoping comment respondent contact information, and all comments 
received during the public scoping period in a tabular format 
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PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS
 

This section documents the purpose and objectives of public and agency scoping, provides a 
description of the process, identifies the techniques that were used to notify the public about the 
Project and scoping, and gives a brief summary of the public scoping meetings. 

DESCRIPTION OF PROCESS 

Public scoping is an integral part of the NEPA planning process. It provides “an early and open 
process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant 
issues related to a proposed action” (40 CFR 1501.7). Public and agency input is solicited in 
order to identify the range, or scope, of issues to be addressed during the environmental analysis 
and in the SEIS. The objectives of public and agency scoping for this federal action are outlined 
below. 

•	 Engage federal, state, local, and tribal governments and the public in the early identification 
of concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternative actions 

•	 Consult government-to-government with all affected tribes 
•	 Bring agencies and applicants together to: 

o	 lay the groundwork for setting time limits in processing the ROW application 
o	 expedite reviews where possible 
o	 integrate other environmental reviews, as applicable 
o	 identify any major obstacles that could delay the ROW application process 

•	 Bring together interested parties to: 

o	 discuss the scope of the proposed action and alternatives 
o	 identify significant issues relating to SEIS preparation 

•	 Identify: 

o	 the proposed action/range of actions 
o	 significant issues related to the proposed action 
o significant cumulative effect issues
 
o other actions that may contribute to cumulative effects
 
o	 geographic scope 
o	 the scope of issues to be addressed 
o	 the timeframe for which the impacts are to be analyzed 
o	 impact topics/potential impacts/impacts to be considered 
o	 additional information which may be necessary to conduct the analysis 
o	 alternatives/possible alternative actions/publicly developed alternatives 
o	 national, state, and local concerns 

•	 Avoid the late introduction of issues and alternatives 

Silver State Solar South Project 
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•	 Integrate analyses required by other environmental laws (e.g., Endangered Species Act 
[ESA] and National Historic Preservation Act [NHPA]) 

•	 Integrate other planning activities for separate projects that may have similar or cumulative 
impacts 

PUBLIC SCOPING OUTREACH ACTIVITIES 

Initiation of the EIS process and the public scoping meetings were announced through the 
Federal Register, BLM media releases, direct mailings, and postings on the BLM Project 
website. These activities are described below. 

Federal Register Notice of Intent 

The BLM Federal Register Notice of Intent, published on September 1, 2011 (Volume 76, 
Number 170, Pages 54483-54484), marked the beginning of the public scoping period for the 
Project SEIS (Appendix A). The 60-day scoping period was announced as ending on October 31, 
2011. Three scoping meetings were held from September 27 through September 29, 2011. 
Comments received during the scoping period are analyzed in this Public Scoping Summary 
Report. 

Media Release 

The BLM prepared a media release to introduce the Project, announce the initial scoping 
meetings, and invite the public to provide input. The news release was issued on September 1, 
2011 to local and regional newspapers, congressional offices, television stations, and radio 
stations. The media release is included in Appendix B. 

In addition, paid advertisements were published in the following local newspapers (Appendix C): 

•	 Las Vegas Review-Journal—advertisements published on September 12, 13, and 14, 2011 
•	 Pahrump Valley Times—advertisement published on September 14, 2011 

Affidavits of the published newspaper releases are available in Appendix C. 

Direct Mailings 

A public scoping notice was prepared and mailed to inform the public about the scoping process 
for the preparation of the SEIS and the scheduled scoping meetings. The public was invited to 
participate in the scoping process and to share any concerns or comments, submit information, 
and identify issues to be addressed during the SEIS process. A copy of the public scoping notice 
is provided in Appendix D. 

The notice was mailed to federal, state, and local agencies; elected officials; Native American 
tribes; special interest groups and organizations; and the general public, during the week of 
September 7, 2011. The distribution list included 1,071 notices, and was compiled from a list of 
individuals, organizations, and agencies who had expressed interest in other BLM LVFO 
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projects. A copy of the affidavit confirming that the notices were mailed is included with 
Appendix D. 

Public and Agency Scoping Meetings 

The BLM held three public scoping meetings to identify issues and concerns regarding the 
proposed Project. These scoping meetings provided an opportunity for the public to learn about 
the proposed Project and to provide comments. Meeting locations, dates, and times are provided 
in Table 1. 

TABLE 1. PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 

Location Date Time Attendance* 

Primm, NV September 27, 2011 6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 7 

Las Vegas, NV September 28, 2011 6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 30 

Jean, NV September 29, 2011 6:00 – 8:00 p.m. 6 

Total 43 

*These counts reflect only those attendees who elected to sign in at the door. 

Public Scoping Meeting Format 

At each meeting, attendees were greeted at the entrance and asked to provide contact information 
on meeting sign-in sheets. Attendees were informed about the meeting format and given a public 
scoping fact sheet and a comment form. In addition, attendees were informed about ways to 
submit comments to the BLM and were informed about the flow of information on the display 
boards in the room. Copies of the sign-in sheets are provided in Appendix E; and copies of the 
display boards, comment form, and newsletter are provided in Appendix F. 

The meeting format included an open house period, followed by a brief presentation of the 
proposed Project and NEPA process. During the open house period, representatives from the 
BLM; Silver State Solar, LLC; AMEC; and EPG were available to answer questions about the 
proposed Project and explain the NEPA process. A court reporter was present at all meetings to 
document the comments made. Each of the meetings began with a statement by the moderator 
who provided an overview of the proposed Project and the goals and objectives of the NEPA 
process, followed by brief statements from the BLM describing BLM roles and responsibilities. 

During the public scoping, members of the public were provided a separate comment form if 
they wanted to make an oral comment during the meeting. Commenters were called in the order 
of comments received and were asked to limit their comments to three to five minutes to allow 
all those who wished to speak time to do so. 
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AGENCY COORDINATION 

Cooperating Agencies 

Cooperating agency status provides a formal framework for governmental agencies to engage in 
active collaboration with a federal agency to implement the requirements of NEPA (42 USC 
4321, et seq.). Federal and state agencies and local and tribal governments may qualify as 
cooperating agencies because of “jurisdiction by law or special expertise” (40 CFR 1501.6 and 
1508.5). 

On November 23, 2011, the BLM Southern Nevada District Office sent an invitation to federal, 
state, and local agencies to be cooperating agencies for the Silver State Solar South SEIS and the 
Hidden Hills Transmission Project EIS. This letter requested agencies to indicate via written 
letter if they were interested in becoming a cooperating agency for either of the two projects. A 
copy of the notification letter is included in Appendix G. The following agencies were invited to 
participate as cooperating agencies for the Silver State Solar South SEIS and the Hidden Hills 
Transmission Project EIS: 

• Army Corps of Engineers 
• Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Colorado Regional Office 
• City of Boulder City 
• City of Henderson 
• City of Las Vegas 
• City of Mesquite 
• City of North Las Vegas 
• Clark County 
• Clark County Regional Flood Control District 
• Clark County Department of Aviation 
• Department of Defense 
• Department of Energy, Loan Guarantee Program Office 
• Federal Aviation Administration 
• Federal Aviation Administration, Western Pacific Region Airport Division 
• National Nuclear Security Administration 
• National Park Service, Death Valley National Park 
• National Park Service, Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
• Nellis Air Force Base 
• Nevada Department of Mines 
• Nevada Department of Transportation 
• Nevada Department of Wildlife 
• Nye County 
• Nye County Board of County Commissioners 
• Nye County Nuclear Waste Repository Project Office 
• Southern Nevada Water Authority 
• United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration 
• United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Silver State Solar South Project 
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• United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
• United States Geological Survey 

As of December 31, 2011, the United States Environmental Protection Agency, Clark County 
Department of Aviation, and National Park Service (Mojave National Preserve) have acccepted 
cooperating agency status. The City of North Las Vegas, the United States Geological Survey, 
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have declined cooperating agency status. 
. 

Native American Consultation 

In accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, the lead federal agency and cooperating federal 
agencies are required to consider the effects of the agencies’ undertakings on properties listed in 
or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Eligible properties can include a diversity 
of archaeological, historical, and traditional cultural resources. The Protection of Historic 
Properties (36 CFR 800) implement Section 106 and define a process for federal agencies to use 
in consulting with State Historic Preservation Officers and other interested parties as they assess 
the effects of their undertakings. 

Pursuant to those regulations, on August 16, 2011 the BLM distributed certified letters to the Las 
Vegas Paiute Tribe, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribes, Chemehuevi 
Indian Tribe, Moapa Band of Paiutes, Pahrump Paiute Tribe (not sent certified). The tribes were 
invited to provide input on potential impacts on culturally significant areas within the proposed 
Project area. A copy of the tribal consultation letters and complete tribal contact information is 
located in Appendix G. 

In recognition of the special relationship with the United States Government, the BLM will 
consult with the appropriate tribal governments at an official, executive-level (government-to
government), in accordance with the NHPA. The BLM will provide opportunities for 
government officials of federally recognized Native American tribes to comment on and 
participate in the preparation of the SEIS. The BLM will consider comments, notify consulted 
tribes of final decisions, and inform them of how their comments were addressed in those 
decisions. At a minimum, officials of federally recognized tribal governments will be offered the 
same level of involvement as state and county officials. 
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COMMENT ANALYSIS
 

INTRODUCTION 

Members of the public and representatives of agencies were afforded several methods for 
providing comments: 

•	 Comments could be recorded on comment forms or provided verbally at the public scoping 
meetings 

•	 Email comments could be sent to a dedicated email address: SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov 
•	 Individual letters and comment forms could be mailed via U.S. Postal Service to BLM Las 

Vegas Field Office, Attn: Gregory Helseth, 4701 North Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas, 
Nevada 89130-2301 

•	 Faxed comments could be sent to (702) 515-5010 (Attn: Gregory Helseth) 

During the public scoping period (September 1 through October 31, 2011), a total of 59 
comment documents were received. A comment document is defined as an oral comment 
recorded as part of a public scoping transcript, email, fax, letter, or comment form. Because 
some comment documents had more than one comment, the total number of comments received 
is greater than the number of comment documents. Table 2 presents the method for submittal of 
all responses. 

TABLE 2. COMMENT METHOD OF SUBMITTAL 

Method of Submittal Comment Documents Received 

Comment form 3 

Email 30 

Letter or Fax 15 

Scoping meetings (oral comments) 

Primm scoping meeting 1 

Las Vegas scoping meeting 8 

Jean scoping meeting 2 

Total comment submittals 59 

PROCESSING COMMENTS 

A comment database was developed in Microsoft Access to help track and categorize comments. 
The database provides specialized query and report capabilities. Each comment document was 
numbered sequentially (beginning with 1), with each comment in the document assigned an 
individual number, which can be associated with one or more resource category. This coding 
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combination results in a unique identifier for each comment contained in the document. This 
system provides ease in referencing and cross-checking the comment document received and the 
comments contained within them. 

Comments were categorized by primary topic, regardless of the position of the comment towards 
the topic. Most comments addressed more than one category, or topic; these comments were 
categorized by the driving topic unless the associated topics were of equal importance to the 
issue being presented, in which case the comment was placed under both categories. This form 
of analysis allows for specific comments to be captured and grouped by general topic or resource 
issue. Table 3 displays the relative interests of respondents who submitted comments on various 
topics. This breakdown is not intended to show bias towards any issue; it simply indicates 
interest in various issues. All issues will be addressed equally in the SEIS. 

COMMENT SUMMARIES AND ISSUE STATEMENTS 

The following subsections are identified by resource or topic and include a summary of public 
and agency comments received during the scoping period. Preliminary issues, concerns, and 
opportunities are summarized within each resource or topic subsection to be addressed in the 
Draft SEIS. 

This summary is intended to reflect all comments received during the scoping phase equally and 
does not attempt to assign value to any comment. This document is intended to assist the BLM in 
developing the scope of analysis to be conducted in the SEIS on the basis of public and agency 
input. Therefore, specific comments and context are not provided here, only ideas represented in 
those comments that can be applied directly to preparation of the SEIS. For example, some 
respondents provided their views on the value (negative or positive) of solar energy 
development; however only the issue areas they raised in conjunction with their views are 
presented in this Public Scoping Summary Report. The comments received during the scoping 
period are included in a tabular format in Appendix H and copies of the individual responses are 
available for review at the BLM Las Vegas Field Office. 

The preliminary list of issues, concerns, and opportunities was developed from comments 
received and input by resource specialists. These issue statements will be used to inform the data 
collection and analyses for the SEIS. 

NEPA PROCESS 

•	 Commenters expressed concern that they were not properly notified of the scoping meeting 
dates, times and locations. 

•	 One commenter stated that through the NEPA process they would like to see the 
development of mitigation by this project for the loss of mitigation actions previously funded 
by Clark County for non-federal actions covered by an incidental take permit. 

•	 Respondents requested additional information about the reasons for an RMP amendment. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 Describe BLM’s legal responsibilities under NEPA. 

Silver State Solar South Project 
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TABLE 3. TOPICS OF INTEREST 
Comment Category Number of Comments Received 

NEPA and NEPA Process 12 

Alternatives 25 

Air Quality 4 

Climate Change 5 

Cultural and Historic Resources 5 

Cumulative Impact 17 

Environmental Justice 1 

Fire Management 1 

Geology and Mineral Resources 1 

Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste 2 

Land Use 6 

Livestock Grazing 1 

Noise 2 

Noxious and Invasive Weed Control 5 

Project Design 15 

Purpose and Need 2 

Recreation 25 

Socioeconomic Resources 22 

Soil Resources 1 

Special Designation 10 

Special Status Species 26 

Travel Management and OHV Use 33 

Vegetation Resources 3 

Visual Resources 8 

Water Resources 12 

Watershed Management 2 

Wildlife Resources 10 

Other 21 

Total 208 

• Describe BLM’s purpose and need as related to the proposed Project and RMP Amendment 
and how the BLM will analyze the applicant’s proposal in the SEIS. 

Silver State Solar South Project 
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ALTERNATIVES
 

•	 One commenter stated that a “conservation alternative” should be the preferred alternative. 
The “conservation alternative” would preclude siting the Project in the proposed ROW area 
and would preclude any further development of BLM lands in the Ivanpah Valley. 

•	 Respondents requested that the “no action” alternative be implemented on the Project. 
•	 Commenters stated that other BLM administered lands such as the Apex Valley, the 

Eldorado Valley, the Ivanpah Valley across the California border, and the Nevada portion of 
the Ivanpah Valley on the west side of I-15 should be considered as alternative locations for 
the Project. 

•	 Commenters stated that the Project should be relocated to more urbanized, degraded, 
contaminated, disturbed sites such as nearby private lands, brownfields, existing rooftops in 
the Las Vegas area, fallow or abandoned agricultural lands, and undeveloped parcels within 
the urban areas of Clark County. 

•	 One commenter stated that the SEIS should describe how each alternative was developed, 
how it addresses each project objective, and how it will be implemented. 

•	 Commenters stated that they were in favor of renewable energy, just not at the proposed 
location. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What other Project area configurations or technologies would meet the Project purpose and 
need and reduce impacts to resources? 

•	 Are there other locations for the Project that would reduce potential use conflicts and meet 
the Project purpose and need, even if they are not located on public land? 

•	 How will each alternative be developed? How will each alternative address the Project’s 
purpose and need? How will each alternative be implemented? 

AIR QUALITY 

•	 One commenter expressed specific concern about two causes of air quality concerns: vehicle 
traffic and combustion emissions from equipment and dust control due to the method of site 
preparation. 

•	 A respondent requested that the SEIS provide a detailed discussion of ambient air conditions, 
National Ambient Air Quality standards, and criteria pollutant non-attainment areas in all 
areas considered for solar development. 

•	 One commenter stated that a Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan should be drafted and 
adopted in the Record of Decision. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would construction and operation of the facility have on local and regional air 
quality? 

•	 What opportunities exist to reduce impacts to air quality through mitigation plans; for 
example, fugitive dust control and equipment emissions mitigation plans? 

•	 How will the mitigation of construction emissions be handled for the Project? 

Silver State Solar South Project 
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CLIMATE CHANGE 

•	 Specific concerns were expressed regarding climate change or climate fluctuation from the 
Project, and its effects on the migration of species through the corridor. 

•	 Commenters stated each proposed alternative must consider the Project’s impact with respect 
to global climate change. 

•	 A respondent stated that the SEIS should consider how existing and/or proposed water 
sources for the Project may be affected by climate change. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 How should potential changes in climate be measured and quantified in the SEIS? 
•	 How might climate change affect the migration of species through the Project site? 
•	 How might climate changes affect cumulative impacts? 

CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

•	 Commenters expressed concern about preserving any archaeological and paleontological 
sites or artifacts found in the area. 

•	 One respondent stated that the proposed Project and any new transmission lines could cause 
physical damage to artifacts and sites, expose cultural resources to looters, and increase fires 
due to soil disturbances and weed invasion that would place any existing cultural resources at 
risk of future damages. 

•	 Commenters requested an archeological survey be performed in the Project area. 
•	 One commenter requested that the SEIS describe the process and outcome of government-to

government consultation between the BLM and each of the tribal governments within the 
project area, including issues that were raised and how those issues were addressed in the 
selection of proposed alternatives. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 How would construction and operation of the Project affect historic and cultural resources? 
•	 What was the outcome of government-to-government consultation between the BLM and 

each of the tribal governments within the project area? 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

•	 One commenter stated that the SEIS should provide a detailed review and analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project, and all associated infrastructure including roads 
and transmissions lines on the desert tortoise population. 

•	 Commenters stated that a cumulative impacts analysis be conducted that considers 
consumptive uses—both in California and Nevada—such as grazing, Off-Highway Vehicle 
(OHV) activity, mining and the existing and other proposed projects in the surrounding area 
including the Proposed Project, other renewable energy projects, gas and electrical 
transmission facilities, Desert Xpress Railroad, the Kern River Gas Pipeline extension, and 
the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport. 

•	 A respondent stated that cumulative impacts need to be analyzed and considered in the 
context of various laws and regulations pertaining to management of public lands, including 
the Endangered Species Act, Federal Land Policy and Management Act, and BLM Manuals 
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6840 (Special Status Species Management), 6500 (Wildlife Habitat Management) and 4180 
(Public Land Health). 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What would the cumulative effect of the proposed Project combined with other reasonably, 
foreseeable future projects be on the regional landscape? 

• What are the cumulative impacts of the proposed Project on the desert tortoise population? 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

•	 One commenter requested an evaluation of environmental justice populations within the 
geographic scope of the project; and if such populations exist, the SEIS should address the 
potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to minority and low‐income populations, and 
the approaches used to foster public participation by these populations. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

• What effect could the Project have on minority and low-income populations? 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

•	 One commenter stated that the SEIS should address the effects each alternative will have on 
wildfire risk from increased motorized vehicle access and the spread of invasive weeds. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 How could the Project be designed in a way to reduce the introduction of invasive and 
noxious weeds? 

GEOLOGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

•	 One commenter stated that the Project area is in conflict with four active placer mining 
claims. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 How will the project affect access to known mineral resource areas and existing mining 
claims? 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND SOLID WASTE 

•	 One commenter stated that the SEIS should disclose any potential toxic or hazardous wastes 
that may be associated with the Project during construction, operation, and maintenance, 
including pesticides and herbicides. 

•	 A respondent requested that the SEIS include a plan for decommissioning and site 
restoration. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What types of hazardous materials will be used and stored at the facility during both 
construction and operations? 

Silver State Solar South Project 
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• What are the plans for decommissioning of the Project? 

LAND USE 

•	 One commenter stated that multiple land use must be maintained. 
•	 A respondent stated that the SEIS should discuss how the Project would support or conflict 

with the objectives of federal, state, tribal, or local land use plans, policies, and controls in 
the Project area. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would the construction and operation have on multiple land uses of federal land? 
• Is the Project consistent with existing federal, state, tribal and local land use plans? 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 

•	 One commenter stated that the SEIS should include an assessment of the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts of the Jean/Roach Lake and McCullough Mountains grazing allotments. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would construction and operation of the Project have on livestock grazing within 
the Jean/Roach Lake and McCullough Mountains grazing allotments? 

NOISE 

•	 One commenter expressed concern that the Project would increase noise levels in Primm, 
Nevada. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would noise from construction and operation of the Project have on the town of 
Primm? 

NOXIOUS AND INVASIVE WEED CONTROL 

•	 Commenters stated that the construction of access roads and transmission lines will lead to 
proliferation of invasive, non-native grasses and weeds, which will have negative impacts on 
fire management, soils, and, rare plants. 

•	 One commenter stated that the SEIS should include an assessment of the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts on the areas where Clark County funds have provided for weed 
monitoring and treatment activities, including the Interagency Weed Sentry Project. 

•	 A commenter was concerned that the chemicals utilized to control noxious and invasive 
weeds will have negative impacts on the environment, species, and the watershed. 

•	 A respondent requested that the SEIS include an invasive plant management plan to monitor 
and control noxious weeds. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What mitigation efforts will be made to ensure that noxious and invasive weeds are not 
spread to the Project site and the surrounding area? 
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•	 What effects would occur from chemical treatment of noxious and invasive weed? 

PROJECT DESIGN 

•	 Commenters asked about the need for a 13,000-acre ROW area when the project is only on 
2,900 acres. 

•	 Respondents expressed concern that historical OHV race routes will not be accessible with 
the proposed layout of the solar panels. 

•	 One commenter stated that a portion of the ROW request impinges upon a site identified by 
the Clark County Department of Aviation as necessary for stormwater and flood control 
purposes to serve the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport project. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What portion of the requested ROW will be utilized for construction of the Project? 
•	 How will the Project affect public access and OHV use? 
•	 How will the Project affect the Southern Nevada Supplemental Airport project and its 

ancillary uses? 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

•	 A commenter stated that the Purpose and Need statement should not simply indicate that the 
BLM is responding to an applicant’s right of way application, as it has done for this and 
previous renewable energy projects. 

•	 One respondent requested that the Purpose and Need statement be a clear, objective 
statement of the rationale for the Project; and should discuss the Project in the context of the 
larger energy market that the Project would serve. 

•	 A commenter stated that the SEIS should clarify if the power generated by the Project would 
be delivered to the California or Nevada market and if a power-purchase agreement has been 
signed. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 Describe BLM’s purpose and need as related to the proposed Project 

RECREATION 

•	 Commenters had concerns about impacts to recreation in the area—specifically organized 
OHV races and other OHV uses. 

•	 Commenters stated that recreational access to the area has been available to the public for 
decades and there was concern about future access. 

•	 One commenter asked if the BLM would offer any mitigation for the loss of recreation. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would construction and operation of the Project have on the dispersed recreation 
and organized OHV races? 
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RESOURCES 

•	 Commenters expressed concern over the economic impact to the Primm resorts and other 
nearby local businesses if the competitive OHV races lose access to racing routes located in 
the Project area. 

•	 Commenters wanted more information on the economic impact to the tour companies that 
use the area for commercial tours on a daily basis. 

•	 One commenter stated that the cost per kilowatt of solar power produced at the proposed 
Project makes it an irresponsible and costly experiment. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What would the economic impact be to the Primm resorts and the surrounding businesses 
during construction and operation of the Project? 

•	 What would the economic impact be to the commercial tour companies during construction 
and operation of the Project? 

SOIL RESOURCES 

•	 A Respondent stated that soil erosion on low fill slopes and steeply graded areas could result 
in sedimentation of water bodies; and that changes in soil movements may impact rare plants 
and habitats for sensitive species. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would the construction and operation of the Project have on soils in the Project 
area? 

SPECIAL DESIGNATION 

•	 Commenters requested the SEIS address impacts to the 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan. 
•	 One respondent voiced concern over the impact the Project will have on the ongoing Las 

Vegas BLM RMP revision, and stated the Project should be delayed pending completion of 
the RMP amendment. 

•	 One commenter requested the SEIS fully review the impacts of each alternative on the 
nearby National Preserve and Wilderness areas. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would construction and operation of the Project have on the resource values and 
desired visitor experiences to the nearby special management areas? 

•	 What impacts to the 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan would occur from the construction 
and operation of the Project? 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

•	 Commenters expressed concern over impacts to the desert tortoise from the construction and 
operation of the Project. 
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•	 A commenter stated that the continued fragmentation of desert tortoise habitat in this area of 
the Mojave Desert may pose a significant threat to the viability of the Northwest Mojave 
subpopulation of the desert tortoise. 

•	 Commenters expressed concern about maintaining habitat connectivity at the landscape level 
to allow for self-sustaining desert tortoise populations. 

•	 Respondents stated that there are a number of rare and sensitive plant species found in the 
area, and the SEIS should provide a detailed vegetation and wildlife map to facilitate public 
input. 

•	 A commenter requested that the SEIS discuss mitigation ratios for tortoise habitat and how 
these relate to the mitigation ratios recommended by other agencies, as well as how they 
relate to mitigation ratios used for other renewable energy projects in California and Nevada. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS (See Wildlife Resources) 

•	 What effect would construction and operation of the Project have on local populations of 
ESA-listed or candidate species or other special status species and suitable habitats? 

•	 What effect will the Project have on all native plant species in the area, including sensitive 
species? 

•	 What mitigation measures are proposed for desert tortoise, including habitat connectivity? 

TRAVEL MANAGEMENT AND OHV USE 

•	 Commenters asked about impacts from the construction and operation of the Project to OHV 
use in the Project and nearby areas. 

•	 Respondents voiced concerns over whether or not public access in the Project area will be 
maintained. 

•	 One commenter stated that the Project area is perfect for OHV racing because the soil is sand 
and decomposed granite-based, unlike other areas that have a high alkali-based soils that 
cause dust and erosion. 

•	 Multiple respondents stated that the Project area has been used for competitive OHV races 
for decades and there is concern over the ability of the OHV races and the Project to co-exist. 

•	 A commenter stated that the Project area should not be open to OHV use because of the 
combined impacts from the Project and OHV use to the already heavily fragmented desert 
tortoise population. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect would construction and operation of the Project have on both competitive racing 
and dispersed OHV use? 

•	 Will any existing race routes be closed due to the construction and operation of the Project? 

VEGETATION RESOURCES 

•	 One commenter expressed concern that sheet flooding on the Project site would have a 
negative impact on the vegetation down slope from the Project. 

•	 A respondent stated that the SEIS should provide detailed vegetation maps to facilitate public 
input. 
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Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effects will the rainfall have on vegetation located down slope of the Project? 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

•	 Commenters stated that solar panels on the public lands above Primm will have a negative 
impact on the viewshed. 

•	 A respondent stated that the Project will negatively impact the visual resources of Southern 
Nevada, which brings tourism and revenue to local communities. 

•	 One commenter expressed concern regarding the visual resource impacts to the nearby 
Mojave National Preserve and designated Wilderness areas. 

•	 Respondents were concerned with what mitigation efforts will be utilized to minimize the 
visual impact. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What effect will the proposed Project have on scenic quality and scenic vistas of the 
surrounding area? 

•	 What mitigation efforts will be utilized to minimize visual impacts of the Project? 

WATER RESOURCES 

•	 Commenters expressed concerns about increased flood problems and requested that flood 
control evaluations are completed to demonstrate that no negative effects result from the 
Project. 

•	 One commenter stated that the ROW application did not indicate the projected water demand 
during construction, and requested information on the source of water during construction, if 
it will be groundwater, quantity of water for the entire construction period, annual maximum 
extraction, and wellhead location. 

•	 Respondents inquired about the quantity of water for the construction and operation period, 
annual maximum extraction, the source of water during construction, and the effects of 
groundwater pumping on the regional water reserves. 

•	 One commenter asked about the depths of the wells needed for the Project. 
•	 A respondent stated that the SEIS should include a jurisdictional delineation for all Waters of 

the United States (WOUS), including ephemeral drainages, in accordance with the 1987 
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual and the December 2006 Arid West Region 
Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid 
West Region. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 Where will the water used for construction and operation of the Project be obtained? 
•	 What effect will the Project have on the local water sources? 
•	 What are the depths of the wells needed for the Project? 
•	 Will the Project have any impact on any WOUS? 
•	 How would construction and operation of the Project impact the quality of existing surface 

water or groundwater? 
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WATERSHED RESOURCES 

•	 A commenter stated that the habitat impacted by each alternative should be evaluated and 
appropriate mitigations made for streambed alterations. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What will be the impacts to the existing habitat when streambeds are altered during 
construction and operation of the Project? 

WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

•	 Commenters stated the Project area is a known habitat for big horn sheep, elk, mule deer, 
coyotes, and multiple avian species, and requested the SEIS identify impacts the Project will 
have on these animals. 

•	 One commenter requested that the SEIS analyze the risk to birds, including the golden eagle, 
by determining collision risks with the PV panels. 

•	 Respondent’s stated the SEIS should analyze all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to 
big horn sheep including loss of foraging habitat, impacts to linkage habitat, and loss of 
connectivity. 

•	 A commenter stated that the SEIS should describe what measures will be taken to protect 
important wildlife habitat areas and to preserve linkages between them. 

Issues to be Addressed in the SEIS 

•	 What is the collision risk of PV panels on the avian population in the Project area? 
•	 What effects will the construction and operation of the Project have on local wildlife 

populations? 

OTHER 

Not all comments received during the scoping period will be addressed in the SEIS. Non-
substantive comments expressing general support or disapproval of the proposed Project fall 
outside of the scope of an EIS, or are otherwise not subject to environmental analysis. Pursuant 
to NEPA regulations, the scope of an EIS includes the extent of the action, the range of 
alternatives, and the types of impacts to be evaluated (40 CFR 1508.25). Thus, comments that 
are not focused on the purpose and need of the proposed action, the proposed alternatives, the 
assessment of the environmental impacts of those alternatives, and the proposed mitigation are 
beyond the scope of the SEIS. 
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SUMMARY OF FUTURE STEPS
 

Public and agency scoping is the first phase of public involvement under the NEPA process. The 
public will have additional opportunities to be involved in the preparation of the SEIS. The next 
phase of public involvement will involve review and comment on the Draft SEIS. At this time, 
the BLM anticipates releasing the Draft SEIS for public review by the second quarter of 2012; a 
minimum of 90 days will be provided for commenting on the Draft SEIS and Proposed RMP 
Amendment. The public also will have an opportunity to review and comment on the Final SEIS 
when it is published. 

Information about all opportunities for public involvement, including announcements of public 
meetings and releases of documents for review, will be maintained on the following BLM 
website: (http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_programs/energy/Silver_State_Solar_South.html). 
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identifying information—may be made 
publicly available at any time. While 
you can ask in your comment to 
withhold your personal identifying 
information from public review, we 
cannot guarantee that we will be able to 
do so. 

The public is also encouraged to help 
identify any other management 
questions and concerns that should be 
addressed in the EIS. 

The BLM will use an interdisciplinary 
approach to develop the plan in order 
to consider the variety of resource issues 
and concerns identified. Specialists 
with expertise in the following 
disciplines will be involved in the 
planning process: Range management, 
wildlife biology, archaeology, riparian, 
soils, and outdoor recreation. 

Authority: 40 CFR 1501.7, 43 CFR 1610.2. 

Michael C. Courtney, 
Field Manager. 
[FR Doc. 2011–22346 Filed 8–31–11; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310–GG–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[LLNVS0100.L51010000.ER0000. 
LVRWF1104100; NVN–085801, NVN–088592, 
NVN–089530, and NVN–090050; MO# 
4500022828; TAS: 14X5017] 

Notice of Intent To Prepare a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement and a Resource 
Management Plan Amendment, and 
Notice of Segregation for the Proposed 
First Solar South Project Near Primm 
in Clark County, NV 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 

Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of Intent. 


SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, as amended (NEPA), the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM), Las Vegas 
Field Office (LVFO), will prepare a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and a proposed 
amendment to the Las Vegas Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) for a proposed 
solar energy project located on public 
lands in Clark County, Nevada. 
Publication of this notice initiates the 
scoping process to solicit public 
comments and identifies issues for both 
actions. Publication of this notice also 
serves to segregate the identified lands 
from appropriation under the public 
land laws, including location under the 
Mining Law, but not the Mineral 
Leasing Act or the Materials Act, subject 
to valid existing rights. 

DATES: This notice initiates the public 
scoping process. Comments on issues 
may be submitted in writing until 
October 31, 2011. The date(s) and 
location(s) of any scoping meetings will 
be announced at least 15 days in 
advance through local news media and 
the BLM Web site at: http:// 
www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo.html. A 
temporary segregation of the lands 
identified herein is effective 
immediately upon publication of this 
notice in the Federal Register. 
ADDRESSES: Written comments may be 
submitted by the following methods: 

• E-mail: 
SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov. 

• Fax: (702) 515–5010, attention 
Gregory Helseth. 

• Mail: Bureau of Land Management, 
Las Vegas Field Office, Attn: Gregory 
Helseth, 4701 North Torrey Pines Drive, 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89130–2301. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Gregory Helseth, Renewable Energy 
Project Manager, at (702) 515–5173; or 
e-mail at SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov. 
Please also contact Gregory Helseth to 
have your name added to the mailing 
list. Persons who use a 
telecommunications device for the deaf 
(TDD) may call the Federal Information 
Relay Service (FIRS) at 1–800–877–8339 
to contact the above individual during 
normal business hours. The FIRS is 
available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
to leave a message or question with the 
above individual. You will receive a 
reply during normal business hours. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Silver 
State Solar, LLC, has submitted a right-
of-way (ROW) application for the 
construction, operation, maintenance, 
and termination of a solar energy 
generation facility on 13,043 acres of 
public land east of Primm, Nevada. The 
ROW application is assigned BLM case 
number NVN–089530. This application 
expands on ROW application NVN– 
085801. The proposed solar energy 
project would consist of photovoltaic 
panels and related ROW appurtenances, 
including a substation and switchyard 
facilities, and would produce about 400 
megawatts of electricity. 

The Supplemental EIS will address 
new information associated with NVN– 
089530 and update as necessary the 
consideration of NVN–085801, which 
was analyzed in the Final EIS for the 
Silver State Solar Energy Project. The 
Record of Decision signed October 12, 
2010 for the Silver State Solar Energy 
Project did not authorize all phases of 
application NVN–085801. 

Approval of ROW application NVN– 
089530 will require amendment of the 
October 1998 Las Vegas RMP in order to 

address proposed changes in land and 
resource use within the Jean Lake/Roach 
Lake Special Recreation Management 
Area (SRMA). The purpose of the public 
scoping process is to determine relevant 
issues that will influence the scope of 
the environmental analysis, including 
alternatives, and guide the process for 
developing the Supplemental EIS. At 
present, the BLM has identified the 
following preliminary issues: Impacts to 
threatened and endangered species, 
visual resources, recreation and off-
highway vehicle use; and 
socioeconomic and cumulative impacts. 
The Supplemental EIS will analyze the 
site-specific impacts on air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, 
special designations (SRMA), water 
resources, geological resources and 
hazards, hazardous materials handling, 
land and airspace use, noise, 
paleontological resources, public health, 
socioeconomics, soils, traffic and 
transportation, visual resources, 
wilderness characteristics, waste 
management, worker safety, and fire 
protection; as well as facility-design 
engineering, efficiency, reliability, 
transmission-system engineering, 
transmission line safety, and nuisance 
issues. 

By this notice, the BLM is complying 
with requirements in 43 CFR 1610.2(c) 
to notify the public of potential 
amendments to land use plans. The 
BLM will integrate the land use 
planning process with the NEPA 
process for this project. The BLM will 
utilize and coordinate the NEPA 
commenting process to satisfy the 
public involvement process for Section 
106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470(f)) as 
provided for in 36 CFR 800.2(d)(3). 
Native American tribal consultations 
will be conducted in accordance with 
policy. Tribal concerns will be given 
due consideration, including impacts on 
Indian trust assets. Federal, State, and 
local agencies, as well as individuals or 
organizations that may be interested in 
or affected by the BLM’s decision on 
this project, are invited to participate in 
the scoping process and, if eligible, may 
request or be requested by the BLM to 
participate as a cooperating agency. 

Before including your address, phone 
number, e-mail address, or other 
personal identifying information in your 
comment, you should be aware that 
your entire comment—including your 
personal identifying information—may 
be made publicly available at any time. 
While you can ask us in your comment 
to withhold your personal identifying 
information from public review, we 
cannot guarantee that we will be able to 
do so. 

mailto:SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov
mailto:SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov
www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo.html
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Segregation of Lands: An Interim 
Rule, published in the Federal Register 
(76 FR 23198) on April 26, 2011, 
amended the BLM regulations found in 
43 CFR parts 2090 and 2800 to provide 
provisions to allow the BLM to 
temporarily segregate from the operation 
of the public land laws, by publication 
of a Federal Register notice, public 
lands included in a pending solar 
energy generation ROW application in 
order to promote the orderly 
administration of the public lands. 
Upon segregation under the Interim 
Rule, such lands will not be subject to 
appropriation under the public land 
laws, including location under the 
Mining Law of 1872 (but not the 
Mineral Leasing Act or the Materials 
Act), subject to valid existing rights, for 
a period of up to 2 years. 

This segregation is warranted to allow 
for the orderly administration of the 
public lands to facilitate the 
development of valuable renewable 
resources and to avoid conflicts between 
renewable energy generation and 
mining claims. This temporary 
segregation does not affect valid existing 
rights in mining claims located before 
this segregation notice. Licenses, 
permits, cooperative agreements, or 
discretionary land use authorizations of 
a temporary nature which would not 
impact lands identified in this notice 
may be allowed with the approval of an 
authorized officer of the BLM during the 
segregative period. 

The lands segregated under this 
Notice are legally described as follows: 

Mount Diablo Meridian 
T. 26 S., R. 59 E., 

Sec. 13, Lots 1 to 8, inclusive; 
Sec. 14; 
Sec. 23 E1⁄2; 
Sec. 24, Lots 1 to 16, inclusive; 
Secs. 25 and 26; 
Sec. 27, SE1⁄4; 
Sec. 34, Lot 1, E1⁄2, portion of all public 

lands east of ROW CC0360 Union Pacific 
Railroad; 

Secs. 35 and 36. 
T. 27 S., R. 59 E., 

Sec. 1, Lots 1 to 4, inclusive, S1⁄2NE1⁄4, 
S1⁄2NW1⁄4, and S1⁄2; 

Sec. 2, Lots 1 to 4, inclusive, S1⁄2NE1⁄4, 
S1⁄2NW1⁄4, and S1⁄2; 

Sec. 3, Lot 1, Lot 2, Lot 3, Lot 4, 
NE1⁄4SE1⁄4NE1⁄4, SE1⁄4SE1⁄4NE1⁄4, 
NE1⁄4NE1⁄4SE1⁄4, SE1⁄4NE1⁄4SE1⁄4, and 
SE1⁄4SE1⁄4SE1⁄4; 

Sec. 9, NE1⁄4SE1⁄4, SW1⁄4SE1⁄4, 
SE1⁄4SW1⁄4SE1⁄4, NE1⁄4SW1⁄4SE1⁄4, 
SE1⁄4NW1⁄4SE1⁄4, and NE1⁄4NW1⁄4SE1⁄4, 
portion of public lands east of ROW 
CC0360 Union Pacific Railroad; 

Sec. 10, SE1⁄4NE1⁄4, N1⁄2NE1⁄4, and S1⁄2; 
Secs. 11 to 15, inclusive; 
Sec. 22, Lots 2 to 13, inclusive, SW1⁄4NE1⁄4, 

SE1⁄4NW1⁄4, and NW1⁄4SW1⁄4; 

Secs. 23 and 24; 


Sec. 25, N1⁄2; 
Sec. 26, Lots 2 to 13, inclusive, SW1⁄4NE1⁄4, 

SE1⁄4NW1⁄4, and NW1⁄4SW1⁄4; 
Sec. 27, Lots 4 to 6, inclusive. 
The area described contains 13,043.20 

acres, more or less, in Clark County, Nevada. 

The BLM intends to resurvey T. 27 S., 
R. 59 E., sec. 3, lots 1 through 3. The 
description will be replaced for those 
lands upon final approval of the official 
plat of survey. The segregation of lands 
identified in this notice will not exceed 
2 years from the date of publication. 
Termination of the segregation, as 
provided in the Interim Rule, is the date 
that is the earliest of the following: 
Upon issuance of a decision by the 
authorized officer granting, granting 
with modifications, or denying the 
application for a ROW; automatically at 
the end of the 2 year segregation; or 
upon publication of a Federal Register 
notice of termination of the segregation. 
Upon termination of segregation of these 
lands, all lands subject to this 
segregation will automatically reopen to 
appropriation under the public land 
laws. 

Authority: 43 CFR 2800 and 2090. 

Robert B. Ross Jr., 
Las Vegas Field Office Manager. 
[FR Doc. 2011–22345 Filed 8–31–11; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310–HC–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[LLMT922200–11–L13100000–FI0000– 
P;MTM 98742] 

Notice of Proposed Reinstatement of 
Terminated Oil and Gas Lease MTM 
98742 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 

Interior. 

ACTION: Notice. 


SUMMARY: Per 30 U.S.C. 188(d), Wilks 
Ranch Montana, Ltd. timely filed a 
petition for reinstatement of competitive 
oil and gas lease MTM 98742, Fergus 
County, Montana. The lessee paid the 
required rental accruing from the date of 
termination. 

No leases were issued that affect these 
lands. The lessee agrees to new lease 
terms for rentals and royalties of $20 per 
acre and 18–2/3 percent. The lessee 
paid the $500 administration fee for the 
reinstatement of the lease and the $163 
cost for publishing this Notice. 

The lessee met the requirements for 
reinstatement of the lease per Sec. 31 (d) 
and (e) of the Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920 (30 U.S.C. 188). We are proposing 

to reinstate the lease, effective the date 
of termination subject to the: 

• Original terms and conditions of the 
lease; 

• Increased rental of $20 per acre; 
• Increased royalty of 182⁄3 percent; 

and 
• $163 cost of publishing this Notice. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Teri 
Bakken, Chief, Fluids Adjudication 
Section, Bureau of Land Management 
Montana State Office, 5001 Southgate 
Drive, Billings, Montana 59101–4669, 
406–896–5091, Teri_Bakken@blm.gov. 

Persons who use a 
telecommunications device for the deaf 
(TDD) may call the Federal Information 
Relay Service (FIRS) at 1–800–877–8339 
to contact the above individual during 
normal business hours. The FIRS is 
available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
to leave a message or question with the 
above individual. You will receive a 
reply during normal business hours. 

Teri Bakken, 
Chief, Fluids Adjudication Section. 
[FR Doc. 2011–22352 Filed 8–31–11; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4310–DN–P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[LLOR936000–L14300000–ET0000; HAG– 
11–0232; OROR–45928] 

Public Land Order No. 7777; Partial 
Extension of Public Land Order No. 
6874; Oregon 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, 

Interior. 

ACTION: Public Land Order. 


SUMMARY: This order extends, in part, 
the duration of the withdrawal created 
by Public Land Order No. 6874 for an 
additional 20-year period. The 
extension is necessary to continue 
protection of the unique and important 
forest genetic resources and the 
expenditure of Federal funds at the 
Forest Service’s Panelli Seed Orchard, 
which would otherwise expire on 
August 27, 2011. The withdrawal for the 
Quartz Evaluation Plantation is no 
longer needed and that portion of the 
withdrawal will expire at the end of the 
original term on August 27, 2011. 
DATES: Effective Date: August 28, 2011. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Charles R. Roy, Bureau of Land 
Management, Oregon/Washington State 
Office, 503–808–6189, or Dianne 
Torpin, United States Forest Service, 
Pacific Northwest Region, 503–808– 
2422. Persons who use a 
telecommunications device for the deaf 

mailto:Teri_Bakken@blm.gov
http:13,043.20
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BLM Opens Scoping for Proposed First Solar South (9-1-11) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT NEWS RELEASE 
Las Vegas Field Office 

Release Date: 09/01/11 
Contacts: Hillerie C. Patton, 702-515-5046, hillerie_c_patton@blm.gov 

BLM Opens Scoping for Proposed First Solar South Project Near Primm 

Las Vegas –The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Las Vegas Field Office is initiating a 60-day scoping period to solicit public 
comments, to identify issues and concerns that should be analyzed in the development of a supplemental environmental impact 
statement (SEIS), for a proposed solar energy project east of Primm, Nev. The proposal includes 13,043 acres of Federal land 
managed by the BLM. The scoping period will close October 31. 

In addition to the SEIS, the Las Vegas Field Office will prepare a proposed amendment to the Las Vegas Resource Management 
Plan (LVRMP). Publication of the notice in the September 1 Federal Register initiates the scoping process to identify issues. 
Scoping meetings will be announced at least 15 days in advance through local media and on the BLM website at www.blm.gov/nv. 

On publication of the notice, the lands identified for the proposal are temporarily closed to location under the Mining Law, but not 
the Mineral Leasing Act or the Materials Act, subject to valid existing rights for up to two years. 

The public is being asked to identify issues associated with the First Solar proposal to construct photovoltaic panels, and related 
right-of-way appurtenances, including a substation and switchyard facilities. The proposed project would produce approximately 
400 megawatts of electricity. The scoping comments will be used to develop a draft environmental impact statement and draft 
proposed plan amendment. 

Only written comments will be accepted and may be mailed to the BLM, Southern Nevada District, Renewable Energy Project 
Manager, 4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas, NV 89130, or emailed to SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov. Before including 
your address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you should be aware that 
your entire comment—including your personal identifying information may be made publicly available at any time. While you can 
ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be 
able to do so. 

For more information, please call Greg Helseth at 702-515-5173. 

The BLM manages more land - over 245 million acres - than any other Federal agency. This land, known as the National System of Public Lands, is 
primarily located in 12 Western states, including Alaska. The Bureau, with a budget of about $1 billion, also administers 700 million acres of sub-surface 
mineral estate throughout the nation. The BLM's multiple-use mission is to sustain the health and productivity of the public lands for the use and 
enjoyment of present and future generations. The Bureau accomplishes this by managing such activities as outdoor recreation, livestock grazing, mineral 
development, and energy production, and by conserving natural, historical, cultural, and other resources on public lands. 

--BLM-

Las Vegas Field Office   4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive   Las Vegas, NV 89032 
Last updated: 09-12-2011 

USA.GOV | No Fear Act | DOI | Disclaimer | About BLM | Notices | Get Adobe Reader® 
Privacy Policy | FOIA | Kids Policy | Contact Us | Accessibility | Site Map | Home 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_information/newsroom/2011/september/blm_opens_scoping.html[10/6/2011 12:52:11 PM] 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/lvfo/blm_information/newsroom/2011/september/blm_opens_scoping.html[10/6/2011
mailto:SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov
www.blm.gov/nv
mailto:hillerie_c_patton@blm.gov


 

 

 

 

 

 

BLM Nevada News 
Southern Nevada District Office 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: [INSERT DATE], 2011 
Contact: Hillerie Patton, 702-515-5046, hillerie_c_patton@blm.gov 

BLM Seeks Comments for First Solar South Project Near Primm 

Las Vegas –The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Las Vegas Field Office is seeking 

comments on solar energy project proposed just east of Primm, Nev. The project would be 

built on approximately 13,043 acres of Federal land managed by the BLM. A Notice of Intent 

to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement, published in the [INSERT DATE] Federal 

Register. 

The Las Vegas Field Office will prepare a supplemental environmental impact statement 

(SEIS) for the project, and prepare a proposed amendment to the Las Vegas Resource 

Management Plan (LVRMP).  Publication of the notice in the Federal Register initiates the 

beginning of the scoping process to identify issues. Scoping meetings will be announced at 

least 15 days in advance through local media and on the BLM website at www.blm.gov/nv. 

The public is being asked to comment on the First Solar proposal to construct photovoltaic 

panels, and related right-of-way appurtenances, including a substation and switchyard 

facilities. The proposed project would produce approximately 400 megawatts of electricity. 

Written comments may be mailed to the BLM, Southern Nevada District, Renewable Energy 

Project Manager, 4701 N. Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas, NV 89130, or emailed to 

SilverStateSouthEIS@blm.gov. For more information, please call Greg Helseth at 702-515

5173.
 

-BLM

mailto:hillerie_c_patton@blm.gov


 

 

 
 

Below is a list of media contacts that were sent a release regarding the Silver State Solar South scoping 
meeting information: 

5newsdesk@kvvu.com; 
AAbelCarrolA@globepoint.net; 
ademeo@co.nye.nv.us; 
admin@mesquitelocalnews.com; 
aguilac@co.clark.nv.us; 
aplanas@reviewjournal.com; 
aplasvegas@ap.org; 
BHaynes@reviewjournal.com; 
castle@lnett.com; 
citydesk@reviewjournal.com; 
coachalan@gmail.com; 
cpolson@cbs.com; 
daniel_balduini@fws.gov; 
dbly@dvtnv.com; 
desert-flyer@earthlink.net; 
desk@ktnv.com; 
DHam@reviewjournal.com1; 
dkihara@reviewjournal.com; 
editor@hbc.lvcoxmail.com; 
efoster@agri.state.nv.us1; 
eileen@becnv.com; 
darren_emery@metronetworks.com; 
EPAPPA@co.clark.nv.us; 
eruttan@cox.net; 
etl@lvrj.com; 
fmccabe@reviewjournal.com 

mailto:fmccabe@reviewjournal.com
mailto:etl@lvrj.com
mailto:eruttan@cox.net
mailto:EPAPPA@co.clark.nv.us
mailto:darren_emery@metronetworks.com
mailto:eileen@becnv.com
mailto:efoster@agri.state.nv.us1
mailto:editor@hbc.lvcoxmail.com
mailto:dkihara@reviewjournal.com
mailto:desk@ktnv.com
mailto:desert-flyer@earthlink.net
mailto:dbly@dvtnv.com
mailto:daniel_balduini@fws.gov
mailto:cpolson@cbs.com
mailto:coachalan@gmail.com
mailto:citydesk@reviewjournal.com
mailto:castle@lnett.com
mailto:BHaynes@reviewjournal.com
mailto:aplasvegas@ap.org
mailto:aplanas@reviewjournal.com
mailto:aguilac@co.clark.nv.us
mailto:admin@mesquitelocalnews.com
mailto:ademeo@co.nye.nv.us
mailto:AAbelCarrolA@globepoint.net
mailto:5newsdesk@kvvu.com
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APPENDIX C 
Published Newspaper Releases and Affidavits 
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APPENDIX D 
Direct Mail of Postal Notices and Affidavits 
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SILVER STATE SOUTH SOLAR PROJECT 

PUBLIC MEETING ANNOUNCEMNT 

  

     

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is holding public scoping 

meetings to receive comments on a proposed solar energy project 

near the Nevada-California border in Clark County, NV. Please plan to 

attend one of the following open house meetings: 

PRIMM 
Tuesday, September 27, 2011 

6 pm – 8 pm 

Primm Valley Golf Club, 1 Yates Well Road, Nipton, CA 92364 

LAS VEGAS 
Wednesday, September 28, 2011 

6 pm – 8 pm 

Courtyard Marriott, 5845 Dean Martin Drive, Las Vegas, NV 89118 

JEAN 
Thursday, September 29, 2011 

6 pm – 8 pm 

Jean Airport, 23600 Las Vegas Blvd. South, Jean, NV 89019 

For questions on this project please contact Greg Helseth, BLM Project 

Manager, at (702) 515-5173 or email ghelseth@blm.gov 

mailto:ghelseth@blm.gov


 

 

 

 

    

   

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

    

    

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Processed By: LDC on 09/07/11 05:05:50 PMUnited States Postal Service 

Postage Statement -- First-Class Mail 
Transaction Number: 

201125019055029 M0 
CAPS Transaction Number: Postage Statement Number: 

119429220 

M
ai

lin
g 

G
ro

up

Mailing Group ID 

98977994 
Mailing Job Number Open Date 

09-07-2011 
Preparer 

781-PI-PDQ PRINTING 
Origin 

PSW - USPS Entered 
Close Date 

09-07-2011 
Job Description

M
ai

le
r

 Permit Holder's Name and Address and Email Address, If Any

 PDQ PRINTING
 3820 S VALLEY VIEW BLVD
 LAS VEGAS, NV 89103-2904
 Contact Name: MIKE SAILOR
 (702)876-3235 

CAPS Customer Ref. No: 2402768 Stratgic Solutions

 CRID: 2402768

 Name and Address of Mailing Agent

 (If other than permit holder)

 PDQ PRINTING
 3820 S VALLEY VIEW BLVD
 LAS VEGAS, NV 89103-2904
 Contact Name: MIKE SAILOR
 (702)876-3235 

CRID: 2402768

 Name and Address of Individual or

 Organization for Which Mailing is Prepared

 (If other than permit holder) 

M
ai

lin
g

Post Office of Mailing 

LAS VEGAS NV 89199
9998 

Processing 

Category 

Cards 

Parcels Only 

Hold For Pickup 

(HFPU):

 No. of Pieces 

0 

Mailer's Mailing Date 

09/07/11 
Federal Agency Cost Code Statement Seq. No. 

115923
 No. & type of Containers

 Sacks: 0
 1 ft. Letter Trays: 3
 2 ft. Letter Trays: 1
 EMM Letter Trays: 0
 Flat Trays: 0
 Pallets: 0
 Other: 0 

Type of Postage 

Permit Imprint 
Weight of a Single Piece 

0.0059 lbs. 
Combined Mailing 

[ ]Single Class 
Total Pieces 

1,071 
Permit # 

781 
For Mail Enclosed Within Another Class 

[ ]Standard Mail [ ]Bound Printed Matter [ ]Library Mail [ ]Media Mail
 [ ]Periodicals

 [ ]Parcel Post 

Total Weight 

6.1047 lbs.

 For Automation Rate Pieces, Enter Date of 

Address Matching and Coding 

09/07/11 

Move Update Method: 

NCOALink 

P
os

ta
ge

Letter or flat-sized mailpieces contain: 

[ ]Reply card or reply envelope 
[ ]Only contents that are not required to be mailed FCM 
[ ]DVD/CD or other disk 
[ ]Round Trip Only: 1 DVD/CD or other disk 

Parts Completed A, B 

Subtotal Postage (Add parts totals) $227.99 

Complete if the mailing includes pieces bearing metered or precanceled stamps. 

Rate at Which Postage Affixed (Check one) 
[ ]Correct [ ]Lowest [ ]Neither 

_____ pcs. x $ ____.____ = Postage Affixed $0.00 

Incentive/Fee (% or $0.00) ___ x Total Postage or Pieces as applicable __ $0.00 

Net Postage Due $227.99 
For USPS Use Only: Additonal Postage Payment (State reason) Total USPS Adjusted Postage $227.99 

C
er

tif
ic

at
io

n 

Incentive Claimed: ________________________ 

The mailer certifies acceptance of liability for and agreement to pay any revenue deficiencies assessed on this mailing, subject to appeal. If an 

agent certifies that he or she is authorized on behalf of the mailer then that mailer is bound by the certification and agrees to pay any 

deficiencies. In addition, agents may be liable for any deficiencies resulting from matters within their responsibility, knowledge, or control. The 

mailer hereby certifies that all information furnished on this form is accurate, truthful, and complete; that the mail and the supporting 

documentation comply with all postal standards and the mailing qualifies for the prices and fees claimed; and that the mailing does not contain 

any matter prohibited by law or postal regulation. I understand that anyone who furnishes false or misleading information on this form or who 

omits information requested on this form may be subject to criminal and/or civil penalties, including fines and imprisonment. 

Privacy Notice: For information regarding our Privacy Policy visit www.usps.com 

PS Form  3600-FCM  (Page 1 of 2) 



______________________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Part A 
Automation Prices 

Cards Price No. of Pieces Total Postage 

A1 5-Digit $0.208 839 $174.5120 

A3 AADC $0.223 142 $31.6660 

A4 Mixed AADC $0.235 78 $18.3300 

Part A Total $224.51 

Part B 
Nonautomation Prices 

Cards Price No. of Pieces Total Postage 

B2 Single-Piece $0.290 12 $3.4800 

Part B Total $3.48 

PS Form  3600-FCM  (Page 2 of 2) 
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APPENDIX E 
Public Scoping Meeting Sign-in Sheets 
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APPENDIX F 
Public Scoping Display Boards, Comment Form, and Fact Sheets 
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First Solar Series 3 Module
 

–	 No water use associated with 

power generat on 

–	 No air emissions associated with 

power generat on 

–	 Passive technology supports responsible 

land stewardship 

–	 Requires minimal ongoing maintenance 

–	 Allows for early re-growth 

–	 Minimal visual impact - panel height 

approximately 8 feet 

–	 High ef  ciency 

– Reduces amount of land required 

–	 Prefunded module take-back 

and recycling 
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Reasons for Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 

–	 The BLM considered the Silver State North 

and Silver State South projects in a single 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

–	 The September 12, 2010 Record of Decision 

(ROD) only authorized Silver State North to 

proceed, recognizing the need for addit onal 

evaluaton of Silver State South. 

–	 Since the issuance of the ROD, First Solar 

has redesigned Silver State South to reduce 

environmental impacts and address other 

stakeholder concerns. 

–	 On September 1, 2011, the BLM published a 

Notce of Intent to supplement the EIS for 

Silver State South in order to analyze the 

impacts of the redesigned project. 

–	 The supplemental EIS will analyze impacts 

associated with the new lands under 

consideraton and, only as necessary, 

update analysis in the original EIS. 
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BLM conducts public scoping to obtain public comments on potental impacts and benef ts 
C osingiDat iforiPub iciScopingiComm ntsiisiOctob ri31,i2011 

BLM prepares Dra SEIS and Proposed RMP Amendment and distributes to agencies, tribes, and the public 

BLM fles SEIS with EPA, and distributes dra SEIS to agencies, tribal governments, interest groups, and 
members of the public who have expressed an interest in reviewing the document 

90-day period for agencies, tribes and public review and comment on Dra SEIS and Proposed RMP Amendment 

BLM considers decision based on the analysis in the SEIS and Proposed RMP Amendment 

BLM considers and responds to comments, prepares Final SEIS and Proposed RMP Amendment and 
distributes to agencies, tribes, and the public 

BLM issues Record of Decision under NEPA and publishes in the Federal Register 

BLM fles Final SEIS with EPA and begins 30-day 
waitng period 

Federal Register publicaton of Proposed RMP 
Amendment followed by 30-day protest period 

Process Steps Opportunites for Public Involvement 

    
   

    
 

    

BLM (NEPA Lead Agency) decides to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and 
Resource Management Plan ("RMP") Plan Amendment 

BLM prepares Notce of Intent ("NOI") to prepare Notces of public scoping meetngs published 

SEIS and Notce of public scoping meetngs. BLM in local and regional media, and distributed to
 
publishes NOI in the Federal Register applicable agencies, landowners, and others
 

Natonal Environmental 
Policy Act Process 
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Silver State South
 
Solar Farm
 

View from:
 
I-15 Approx. 1.6 miles North 
of start of North bound Primm 

onramp looking South East 

Based on hand-held GPS coordinates. 

Latitude: 35.637 

Longitude: -115.384 

Elevation of Viewpoint Position (ft): 2608 

Height of Camera Above Ground (ft): 5.4 

Date of Photography: 20 September 2011 at 5:27pm 

Orientation of View: SE 

Horizontal Field of View: 124° 

Vertical Field of View: 55° 
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subject to final engineering. 
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BLM
Bureau of Land Management Draft EIS 

SILVER STATE SOUTH 
Solar Energy Project 

Scoping Comment Form 
Bureau of Land Management, Las Vegas Field Office/Nevada 

At this early state in the planning process, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is holding scoping 

meetings to help identify the range, or scope, of issues related to the Silver State South Solar Energy 

Project.  The issues identified by the public during the scoping process will be considered and addressed 

during preparation of the environmental impact statement.  Please take a few minutes to answer the 

questions below and return this sheet as addressed on the other side.  Comments would be most helpful 

if received on or before the scoping period closing date of October 31, 2011. 

Please provide your current mailing address and/or any additional names and addresses you 
think should be included on our mailing list.  

Meeting Location: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Your Name: ______________________________________________ Name: ________________________________________________ 

Address: __________________________________________________ Address: _____________________________________________ 

City/State/Zip: ___________________________________________ City/State/Zip: ______________________________________ 

Email: _____________________________________________________ Email: ________________________________________________ 

Please check all that apply: 

_____ Add my name to the mailing list for this project 

_____ Do not include my name on the mailing list 

_____ Withhold my name/address to extent allowed by law (only for persons not representing 

organizations)* 

*All comments received by BLM become part of the public record associated with this proposed project.  Accordingly, your 

comments (including name and address) will be available for review by any person that wishes to review the record.  At your 

request, we will withhold your name and address to the extent allowed by the Freedom of Information Act or any other law. 

1. Please describe any issues or concerns that should be addressed in the environmental impact 

statement. 
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2. Please provide any other comments you may have on the overall project. 

Fold, tape top of form, and mail your comments to the address below: 

Greg Helseth 
BLM Project Manager 

BLM Las Vegas Field Office 

4701 N. Torrey Pines Dr. 

Las Vegas, NV 89130 

Place 


Stamp
 

Here
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INTRODUCTION 

 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is 

preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Study (SEIS) for the proposed Silver State South 

Solar Energy Project (Silver State South Project).  

Silver State Solar Power South, LLC, a subsidiary of 

First Solar Development, Inc. has submitted an 

application for the construction, operation, and 

maintenance of a solar energy generation site on 

public lands adjacent to the town of Primm, 

Nevada (north of the California/Nevada border). 

The first step in the SEIS process is public scoping 

to identify issues and concerns that should be 

addressed in the SEIS.  The 60-day public scoping 

period for the Silver State South Project ends on 

October 31, 2011.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 
First Solar Development, Inc. is proposing to 

develop an approximately 350 megawatt (MW) 

solar energy facility on public lands.  The 

application specifies that the photovoltaic solar 

power plant facility would be located north of the 

Nevada/California border on approximately 2,900 

acres of public lands within a right-of-way grant 

application area of 13,043 acres.  

 

The facility would have the capacity to generate 

enough electricity to power over 110,000 

households.  This assumes an average California 

household use of approximately 7,000 kilowatt 

hours per year. 

 

The proposed project would require the 

construction of a 350 MW photovoltaic solar 

generating facility with associated facilities 

including a substation, generation tie line, 

interconnection facilities, and an operation and 

maintenance building.  

 

The exact areas of each component are subject to 

change as the project design develops and the SEIS 

process proceeds. 

 

THE EIS PROCESS 

 
The proposed facilities would be on public land 

managed by the BLM; therefore, approval of the 

project is considered a Federal action requiring 

review under and compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).  Under 

NEPA, BLM must consider the potential effects of 

the Silver State South Project on the environment 

including human, natural, and cultural resources. 

 

Human 
Environment- land use, social and economic 

  conditions, environmental 

  justice, visual characteristics, 

 and noise 

 

Natural 
Environment-  air, geology, soils, water,  

  vegetation, wildlife, special 

  status, and avian species 

 

Cultural 
Environment- prehistoric and historic 

archaeological sites, and 

traditional cultural lifeways, 

 and resources 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is 

preparing a Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Study (SEIS) for the proposed Silver State South 

Solar Energy Project (Silver State South Project). 

Silver State Solar Power South, LLC, a subsidiary of 

First Solar Development, Inc. has submitted an 

application for the construction, operation, and 

maintenance of a solar energy generation site on 

public lands adjacent to the town of Primm, 

Nevada (north of the California/Nevada border). 

The first step in the SEIS process is public scoping 

to identify issues and concerns that should be 

addressed in the SEIS.  The 60-day public scoping 

period for the Silver State South Project ends on 

October 31, 2011. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

First Solar Development, Inc. is proposing to 

develop an approximately 350 megawatt (MW) 

solar energy facility on public lands. The 

application specifies that the photovoltaic solar 

power plant facility would be located north of the 

Nevada/California border on approximately 2,900 

acres of public lands within a right-of-way grant 

application area of 13,043 acres. 

The facility would have the capacity to generate 

enough electricity to power over 110,000 

households. This assumes an average California 

household use of approximately 7,000 kilowatt 

hours per year. 

The proposed project would require the 

construction of a 350 MW photovoltaic solar 

generating facility with associated facilities 

including a substation, generation tie line, 

interconnection facilities, and an operation and 

maintenance building. 

The exact areas of each component are subject to 

change as the project design develops and the SEIS 

process proceeds. 

THE EIS PROCESS 

The proposed facilities would be on public land 

managed by the BLM; therefore, approval of the 

project is considered a Federal action requiring 

review under and compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).  Under 

NEPA, BLM must consider the potential effects of 

the Silver State South Project on the environment 

including human, natural, and cultural resources. 

Human 
Environment- land use, social and economic 

conditions, environmental 

justice, visual characteristics,

  and  noise  

Natural 
Environment- air, geology, soils, water, 

vegetation, wildlife, special 

status, and avian species 

Cultural 
Environment- prehistoric and historic 

archaeological sites, and 

traditional cultural lifeways, 

and resources 



 

 

 

APPENDIX G 
BLM Cooperating Agency and Native American 

Consultation Letters 
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APPENDIX H 
Public Comment Analysis by Resource Category 
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Silver State Solar South Project
 
Count of Comments by Resource 

Air Quality 

Climate Change 

Cultural and Historic Resource 

Environmental Justice 

Fire Management 

Geology and Mineral Extraction 

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Solid Waste 

Land Use 

Livestock Grazing 

Noise 

Noxious and Invasive Weed Management 

Paleontological Resource 

Recreation 

Social and Economic Resource 

Soil Resource 

Special Designation 

Special Status Species 

Travel Management and OHV Use 

Vegetation Resource 

Visual Resource 

Water Resource 

Watershed Management 

Wildlife Resource 

Alternative (EIS Process) 

NEPA Process (EIS Process) 

Project Design (EIS Process) 

Purpose and Need (EIS Process) 

Non-Substantive (EIS Process) 

Cumulative Impact (EIS Process) 

4 

5 

5 

1 

1 

1 

2 

6 

1 

2 

5 

1 

23 

21 

1 

10 

27 

29 

3 

8 

13 

2 

10 

24 

12 

15 

2 

19 

16 

Totali#iofiComments 200 
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Air Quality Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

25-1 I want to go back to the dust issue. And let's answer that again. You said two times a year those panels are cleaned and they go through a maintenance process; is that 
correct? 

What's the cost of cleaning those panels? Have you guys determined that, oh, now is the time to clean them, how effective is the cost? I mean, is it a big deal or is it 
pretty simple, pretty quick and cost effective just to do it? 

29-2 Silver State Solar, LLC identified two causes of air quality concerns: vehicle traffic and combustion emissions from equipment. Another potential cause of air quality 
concerns includes dust concerns due to the method of site preparation. Silver State Solar, LLC should identify methods used that will be used to prevent dust concerns. In 
the Plan of Development, Silver State Solar, LLC should also indicate the long-term air quality concerns. 

53-7 1. Particulates 
a. Insure that all equipment meet all emission requirements during and post construction. 
b. Control all dust emissions during and post construction. 
c. Limit areas needing veg. removal and use dust suppression techniques including limiting speed on dirt roads. 

2. NOX, SOX Insure that all equipment meets all emission requirements during and post construction. 
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Comment ID	 Comment
 

55-10	 The SDEIS should provide a detailed discussion of ambient air conditions (baseline or existing conditions), National Ambient Air Quality Standards, criteria pollutant 
nonattainment areas, and potential air quality impacts of the proposed projects (including cumulative and indirect impacts). Such an evaluation is necessary to assure 
compliance with State and Federal air quality regulations, and to disclose the potential impacts from temporary or cumulative degradation of air quality. 

The SDEIS should describe and estimate air emissions from potential construction and maintenance activities, as well as proposed mitigation measures to minimize those 
emissions. EPA recommends an evaluation of the following measures to reduce emissions of criteria air pollutants and hazardous air pollutants (air toxics). 

Recommendations: 
• Existing Conditions - The SDEIS should provide a detailed discussion of ambient air conditions, National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and criteria pollutant 
nonattainment areas in all areas considered for solar development. 

• Quantify Emissions - The SDEIS should estimate emissions of criteria pollutants from the proposed projects and discuss the timeframe for release of these emissions 
over the lifespan of the projects. The SDEIS should describe and estimate emissions from potential construction activities, as well as proposed mitigation measures to 
minimize these emissions. 

• Specify Emission Sources - The SDEIS should specify the emission sources by pollutant from mobile sources, stationary sources, and ground disturbance. This source 
specific information should be used to identify appropriate mitigation measures and areas in need of the greatest attention. 

• Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan - The SDEIS should include a draft Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan and ultimately adopt this plan in the ROD. In addition 
to all applicable local, state, or federal requirements, we recommend the following control measures (Fugitive Dust, Mobile and Stationary Source and Administrative) be 
included in the Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan in order to reduce impacts associated with emissions of particulate matter and other toxics from construction-
related activities: 

• Fugitive Dust Source Controls: The SDEIS should identify the need for a Fugitive Dust Control Plan to reduce Particulate Matter 10 and Fine Particulate Matter 2.5 
emissions during construction and operations. We recommend that the plan include these general commitments: 

o Stabilize heavily used unpaved construction roads with a non-toxic soil stabilizer or soil weighting agent that will not result in loss of vegetation, or increase other 
environmental impacts. 
o During grading use water, as necessary, on disturbed areas in construction sites to control visible plumes. 
o Vehicle Speed 
• Limit speeds to 25 miles per hour on stabilized unpaved roads as long as such speeds do not create visible dust emissions. 
• Limit speeds to 10 miles per hour or less on unpaved areas within construction sites on unstabilized (and unpaved) roads. 
• Post visible speed limit signs at construction site entrances. 
o Inspect and wash construction equipment vehicle tires, as necessary, so they are free of dirt before entering paved roadways, if applicable. 
o Provide gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length at tire washing/cleaning stations, and ensure construction vehicles exit construction sites through treated entrance 
roadways, unless an alternative route has been approved by appropriate lead agencies, if applicable. 
o Use sandbags or equivalent effective measures to prevent run-off to roadways in
 
construction areas adjacent to paved roadways. Ensure consistency with the project's
 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, if such a plan is required for the project
 
o Sweep the first 500 feet of paved roads exiting construction sites, other unpaved roads en route from the construction site, or construction staging areas whenever dirt 
or runoff from construction activity is visible on paved roads, or at least twice daily (less during periods of precipitation). 
o Stabilize disturbed soils (after active construction activities are completed) with a non-toxic soil stabilizer, soil weighting agent, or other approved soil stabilizing 
method. 
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Comment ID Comment
 

55-10	 o Cover or treat soil storage piles with appropriate dust suppressant compounds and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer than 10 days. Provide vehicles (used 
to transport solid bulk material on public roadways and that have potential to cause visible emissions) with covers. Alternatively, sufficiently wet and load materials onto 
the trucks in a manner to provide at least one foot of freeboard. 
o Use wind erosion control techniques (such as windbreaks, water, chemical dust suppressants, and/or vegetation) where soils are disturbed in construction, access and 
maintenance routes, and materials stock pile areas. Keep related windbreaks in place until the soil is stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation. 

• Mobile and Stationary Source Controls: 

o If practicable, lease new, clean equipment meeting the most stringent of applicable Federal or State Standards. In general, commit to the best available emissions 
control technology. Tier 4 engines should be used for project construction equipment to the maximum extent feasible. 
o Where Tier 4 engines are not available, use construction diesel engines with a rating of 50 hp or higher that meet, at a minimum, the Tier 3 California Emission 
Standards for Off-Road Compression-Ignition Engines6 , unless such engines are not available. 
o Where Tier 3 engine is not available for off-road equipment larger than 100 hp, use a Tier 2 engine, or an engine equipped with retrofit controls to reduce exhaust 
emissions of nitrogen oxides and diesel particulate matter to no more than Tier 2 levels. 
o Consider using electric vehicles, natural gas, biodiesel, or other alternative fuels during construction and operation phases to reduce the project's criteria and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
o Plan construction scheduling to minimize vehicle trips. 
o Limit idling of heavy equipment to less than 5 minutes and verify through unscheduled inspections. 
o Maintain and tune engines per manufacturer's specifications to perform at CARB and/or EPA certification levels, prevent tampering, and conduct unscheduled 
inspections to ensure these measures are followed. 

• Administrative controls: 
o Develop a construction-traffic and parking management plan that maintains traffic flow and plan construction to minimize vehicle trips. 
o Identify any sensitive receptors in the project area, such as children, elderly, and infirmed, and specify the means by which you will minimize impacts to these 
populations (e.g. locate construction equipment and staging zones away from sensitive receptors and building air intakes). 
o Include provisions for monitoring fugitive dust in the fugitive dust control plan and initiate increased mitigation measures to abate any visible dust plumes. 
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Climate Change Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

30-7 The NEPA documents should provide a detailed review and analysis of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and all associated 
infrastructure including roads and transmission lines on the desert tortoise population. 

Department of the Interior Order No. 3226 mandates that the BLM must consider the impacts of each proposed alternative with respect to global climate change in its 
NEPA reviews. The agencies should use the recently released USGS desert tortoise habitat model to determine likely changes in desert tortoise habitat quality in the area 
and the importance of the desert tortoise habitat. In addition to addressing climate change in the cumulative effects analysis, the DEIS should address the carbon 
footprint of the project and any losses to carbon storage and sequestration it will engender. 

44-2 The area is a vital pristine corridor for migration of species in response to climate change or fluctuation. As a corridor area, it cannot be replaced. 

52-2 As we transition toward a clean energy future, it is imperative for our future and the future of ourwild places and wildlife that we strike a balance between addressing 
the near term impacts of largescale solar energy development with the long-term impacts of climate change on our biological diversity, fish and wildlife habitat and 
natural landscapes. To ensure that the proper balance is achieved, we need smart planning for renewable power that avoids and minimizes adverse impacts on wildlife 
and wild lands. 

52-13 Maintaining habitat connectivity at the landscape level is considered essential in maintaining self-sustaining Desert tortoise populations through gene-flow, providing 
opportunities for individuals to re-colonize suitable habitats, and maintaining access to potentially suitable habitat due to the effects of climate change. 

55-9 Scientific evidence supports the concern that continued increases in greenhouse gas emissions resultingfrom human activities will contribute to climate change. Global 
warming is caused by emissions of carbon dioxide and other heat-trapping gases. On December 7,2009, the EPA determined that emissions of GHGs contribute to air 
pollution that "endangers public health and welfare" within the meaning of the Clean Air Act. One report indicates that observed changes in temperature, sea level, 
precipitation regime, fire frequency, and agricultural and ecological systems reveal that California is already experiencing the measurable effects of climate change. The 
report indicates that climate change could result in the following changes in California: poor air quality; more severe heat; increased wildfires; shifting vegetation; 
declining forest productivity; decreased spring snowpack; water shortages; a potential reduction in hydropower; a loss in winter recreation; agricultural damages from 
heat, pests, pathogens, and weeds; and rising sea levels resulting in shrinking beaches and increased coastal floods. 

Recommendations: 

The SDEIS should consider how climate change could potentially influence the proposed project, specifically within sensitive areas, and assess how the projected impacts 
could be exacerbated by climate change. 

The SDEIS should quantify and disclose the anticipated climate change benefits of solar energy. We suggest quantifying greenhouse gas emissions from different types of 
generating facilities including solar, geothermal, natural gas, coal-burning, and nuclear and compiling and comparing these values. 

The SDEIS should describe how existing and/or proposed water sources for the proposed project may be affected by climate change. At a minimum, the EPA expects a 
qualitative discussion of impacts to water supply and the adaptability of the project to these changes. 
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Cultural and Historic Resource Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

12-2 Preserving any archaelogical sites found in the area. 

18-2 Did you run into any Native Americans complaining about these plants or anything, controversy? 

Well, I was once in a meeting with Bright Source, and BLM never informed me that 
there was five complaints with the Native American tribes with five plants in California I think it was. I guess I'd have to ask the question myself because BLM did not tell 
me anything about that. Thank you. 

18-3 I imagine there are anthropology reports that had been already done; is that right? 

30-16 The Mojave Desert is rich in structures and artifacts of significant cultural value that are irreplaceable once lost. A Class III cultural resources survey and report is needed 
to satisfy the requirements of NEPA and the National Historic Preservation Act. The DEIS should discuss and analyze all impacts to paleontological and Native American 
cultural resources. Building new transmission lines could cause physical damage to artifacts and sites, expose cultural resources to looters, and could increase fires due to 
soil disturbance and subsequent weed invasion placing these cultural resources at risk of future damage. 

55-12 Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (November 6, 2000), was issued in order to establish regular and meaningful 
consultation and collaboration with tribal officials in the development of federal policies that have tribal implications, and to strengthen the United States government
to-government relationships with Indian tribes. 

Recommendation: 
The SDEIS should describe the process and outcome of government-to government consultation between the BLM and each of the tribal governments within the project 
area, issues that were raised (if any), and how those issues were addressed in the selection of the proposed alternative. 

National Historic Preservation Act and Executive Order 13007 
Consultation for tribal cultural resources is required under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Historic properties under the NHPA are properties that 
are included in the National Register of Historic Places or that meet the criteria for the National Register. Section 106 of the NHPA requires a federal agency, upon 
determining that activities under its control could affect historic properties, consult with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer/Tribal Historic Preservation 
Officer. Under NEPA, any impacts to tribal, cultural, or other treaty resources must be discussed and mitigated. Section 106 of the NHPA requires that Federal agencies 
consider the effects of their actions on cultural resources, following regulation in 36 CPR 800. 

Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites (May 24, 1996), requires federal land managing agencies to accommodate access to, and ceremonial use of, Indian sacred 
sites by Indian Religious practitioners, and to avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity, accessibility, or use of sacred sites. It is important to note that a sacred site 
may not meet the National Register criteria for a historic property and that, conversely, a historic property may not meet the criteria for a sacred site. 

Recommendation: 
The SDEIS should address the existence of Indian sacred sites in the project areas. It should address Executive Order 13007, distinguish it from Section 106 of the NHPA, 
and discuss how the BLM will avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity, accessibility, or use of sacred sites, if they exist. The SDEIS should provide a summary of all 
coordination with Tribes and with the SHPOffHPO, including identification of NRHP eligible sites, and development of a Cultural Resource Management Plan. 
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Environmental Justice Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID	 Comment
 

55-13	 Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Envir onmental Justice in Minority Populatiolls and Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994) and the more recent 
Interagency Memorandum of Understanding on Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898 (August 4,2011) direct federal agencies to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income popUlations, allowing those populations a meaningful 
opportunity to participate in the decision-making process. Guidance7 by CEQ clarifies the terms low-income and minority population (which includes Native Americans) 
and describes the factors to consider when evaluating disproportionately high and adverse human health effects. 

Recommendations:
 
The SDEIS should include an evaluation of environmental justice populations within the geographic scope of the projects. If such populations exist, the SDEIS should 

address the potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations, and the approaches used to foster public participation by these
 
populations. Assessment of the projects impact on minority and low-income populations should reflect coordination with those affected populations.
 

The SDEIS should describe outreach conducted to all other communities that could be affected by the project, since rural communities may be among the most 

vulnerable to health risks associated with the project.
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Fire Management Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID	 Comment
 

30-12	 The DEIS should address the effects that each alternative for each project may have on wi ldfire risks. Wildfires are becoming increasingly common in the Mojave Desert 
facilitated by the spread of invasive weeds and climate change. Wildfires can result in type conversion of large expanses of habitat. Wildfires could be caused by 
construction or operation of the transmission lines. Development of roads and transmission lines could encourage increased motorized vehicle access which increases 
fire risk especially when coupled with the spread of invasive weeds. 
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48-1 

Geology and Mineral Extraction Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

The SEIS is in conflict with four active placer mining claims, controlled by the Association; my clients. 

On February 28, 2010, each of the eight-member association (locators) signed an “Association Placer Mining Claim Agreement”, whereby each agreed to enter into the 
agreement for the purpose of exploration, development and mining of the association placer claims. Each member has equal ownership, risk and reward as outlined in 
the Agreement. The signed Agreement was filed at the Clark County Recorder’s office on April 16, 2010. The recorded Agreement stamped by the Recorder was filed by 
BLM on April 27, 2010. 

The FITO association placer claims (NMC1022853 - NMC 1022856) were located for the eight members of the Association on April 4, 2010, prior to the initial ROW 
application for the Silver State Solar Project by Nextlight Renewable Power, LLC (now First Solar). Prior to locating the placer claims, the land status was first checked by 
using available MT Plats at the Clark County Surveyor’s office. No other mining claims were found in the areas of concern. The BLM’s LR2000 and Geocommunicator 
databases were checked for conflicting claims, and/or lands withdrawn from mineral entry. No conflicts were noted, and no evidence of active  claims or withdrawals 
were found in the field during our land surveys. 

The initial Silver State Solar EIS, dated September 2010, Chapter 3.172 – Locatable Minerals, stated, “There are also four active mining claims that have been filed on land 
within the ROW application area for the Proposed Project (Table 3.17-1).” In addition, in Chapter 4.20.17 – Energy and Minerals, stated, “In 2010, four new mining claims 
were filed for land within the Proposed Project. Because these claims will have supremacy over the land and the Proposed Project, no adverse cumulative impacts would 
occur.” 

A Record of Decision (ROD) and Right-of-Way (ROW) were granted to the Silver State Solar Power “North” Project by BLM on October 12, 2010. The BLM considered the 
application as two independent applications, the Silver State North (N-85077) project, and the Silver State South (N-85801) project. BLM authorized only the north 
project due to careful consideration of conflicts in the south project such as wildlife, off-road use and mining claims. 

On August 9, 2011, an “Affidavit and Notice of Intent to Hold Mining Claims” was filed by the Association at the Clark County Recorder, and Maintenance fees for 2012 
were paid to BLM on August 10, 2011. 
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Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Solid Waste Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID	 Comment
 

30-11	 The DEIS should disclose any potentially toxic or hazardous wastes that may be associated with these projects during project construction, operation, and maintenance 
including pesticides and herbicides. 

55-11	 The SDEIS should address potential direct, indirect and  cumulative impacts of hazardous waste from construction and operation of the proposed facility. The document 
should identify projected hazardous waste types and volumes, and expected storage, disposal, and management plans. It should address the applicability of state and 
federal hazardous waste requirements. Appropriate mitigation should be evaluated, including measures to minimize the generation of hazardous waste (i.e., hazardous 
waste minimization). Alternate industrial processes using less toxic materials should be evaluated as mitigation since such processes could reduce the volume or toxicity 
of hazardous materials requiring management and disposal as hazardous waste. 

PV Production/Recycling
 
PV production can address the full product life cycle, from raw material sourcing through end of life collection and reuse or recycling. PV companies can minimize their 

environmental impacts during raw material extraction and minimize the amount of rare materials used in the product. PV manufacturing facilities exist that are zero 

waste and have no air or water emissions. PV companies can facilitate future material recovery for reuse or recycling. Several solar companies have developed 

approaches to recycling solar modules that enable treatment and processing of PV module components into new modules or other projects. Solar companies can 

facilitate collection and recycling through buy-back programs or collection and recycling guarantees. Several companies provide recycling programs that pay all 

packaging, transportation, and recycling costs.
 

Recommendation:
 
EPA recommends that the proponent strive to address the full product life cycle by sourcing PV components from a company that: 1) minimizes environmental impacts 

during raw material extraction; 2) manufactures PV panels in a zero waste facility; 3) provides future PV disassembly for material recovery for reuse and recycling; and 4) 

minimizes the carbon footprint associated with the manufacture and transport of PV panels.
 

Project Decommissioning, Site Restoration and Financial Assurance
 
Desert ecosystems have evolved over millennia to withstand severe conditions. Decommissioning and site restoration in an arid environment may take much longer and 

require more extensive intervention than in a more temperate region. Desert ecosystems may take many years to recover even with active intervention. Disturbances 

can further slow this process and restoration has been found to be problematic at other sites in arid ecosystems with large-scale disturbance, including open-pit mines. 

The EPA recommends that the site restoration planning take into account the uncertainty and harshness of the desert climate and include monitoring of revegetation 

progress for at least ten years to ensure that the effort is successful.
 

Recommendation:
 
The EPA recommends that the SDEIS include a requirement for a decommissioning and site restoration. The plan should include: 1) cost estimates - including a 

requirement for the project owner to secure a performance bond, surety bond, letter of credit, corporate guarantee, or other fOlm of financial assurance adequate to
 
cover the cost of decommissioning and effective restoration; 2) time allotted to complete the decommissioning/restoration; 3) description of the structures, facilities, 

foundations to be removed; and 4) description of restoration measures, including re-contouring of the surface and revegetation to a condition reasonably similar to the 

original condition.
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Land Use Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

2-3 I must stress, we need joint use! 

50-1 The ROW application seeks 13,043 acres, although the footprint of the proposed solar energy facilities apparently would only require approximately 2,900 acres. A 
significant amount of the lands within the boundaries of First Solar's requested ROW fall within the lands designated by Title V of Public Law 107-282 for future use as an 
Airport Environs Overlay District (Overlay District) for the SNSA. In addition, the proposed First Solar South Project as built would be immediately adjacent to, and would 
overlap in part with, the Overlay District. 

As discussed in the original FEIS, pursuant to Public Law 106-362, the BLM patented to Clark County a 6,000-acre site in the lvanpah Valley (Airport Site) for the purpose 
of constructing and operating an airport and related infrastructure.2 Subsequently, Congress directed that an additional 17,000 acres surrounding the Airport Site (the 
Overlay District) be conveyed to the County upon final federal approval of the SNSA (Public Law 107-282).3 BLM adequately recognized the congressional mandate for 
the Overlay District in its statement of Purpose and Need in the FEIS approving Silver State North.4 Pursuant to this congressional mandate, the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and BLM have begun work on the necessary environmental reviews for the SNSA. Although work on the environmental impact statement (EIS) for 
the SNSA was temporarily suspended in 2010 due to the economic downturn, Clark County is continuing its planning efforts for the new airport. 

Second, we remind BLM of its commitment to ensuring that authorized land uses on airport-related lands are compatible with the uses authorized by Congress in Public 
Laws 106-362 (the Ivanpah Valley Airport Public Lands Transfer Act of 2000) and 107-282 (the Clark County Conservation of Public Land and Natural Resources Act 
of2002).8 To ensure this, BLM should coordinate the terms of any relevant land use authorization with Clark County. Such coordination will enable BLM and Clark County 
to fulfill their respective obligations under federal law to prevent any potential future airspace incompatibility and to take all appropriate actions to restrict incompatible 
land uses near the SNSA Site. 

50-4 while CCDOA neither supports nor opposes the Project, the actual ROW application 
under consideration by BLM covers considerably more land than has been identified as necessary for the siting ofthe Project itself. This is a critical distinction because 
CCDOA has serious concerns about potentially conflicting uses within the broad ROW at issue in the SEIS. CCDOA is committed to ensuring that any new infrastructure in 
southern Nevada is compatible with the siting, construction, and operation of the SNSA. In light of that fact, CCDOA files these comments on the Proposed Project. 
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50-5 

Comment ID	 Comment
 

The 13,043-acre ROW requested for the First Solar South Project encompasses a 
considerable amount of the land previously identified as part of the Overlay District for the SNSA: namely, all or parts of the T.26S, R.59E Sections 14, 27, and 34; and 
T.27S, R.59E, Sections 9 and 10. In addition, the proposed ROW would also encompass the two entire sections of land required by CCDOA for flood control for the SNSA, 
and addressed in CCDOA's 2009 ROW application to BLM (T.26S, R.59E, Sections 23 and 26). See Map at Exhibit C. This raises two significant issues for consideration in 
the SEIS. 

First, we remind BLM of its express commitment to not authorize land uses that would preclude the siting of the SNSA stormwater facilities.7 CCDOA is currently 
planning to use all or parts ofT.26S, R.59E Sections 14,23,26,27, and 34 for flood control purposes needed to support the construction and operation of the airport. 
Therefore, in the SEIS for First Solar South, BLM must examine the degree to which granting the full 13,043-acre ROW would interfere with the proposed SNSA and its 
ancillary facilities, and deny any part of First Solar's application that is incompatible with the uses proposed in the SNSA EIS. 

In the underlying FEIS, BLM adequately addressed of the issue of FAA regulations at 14 CFR Part 77, which require that any party proposing to construct a structure taller 
than 200 feet or within 20,000 feet of a proposed airport must provide notice to the FAA through FAA Fonn 7460 and receive a Detennination from the FAA regarding 
whether the proposed structure or structures are hazards to air navigation. CCDOA recommends that the SEIS incorporate a similar discussion of these critical regulatory 
obligations and include a mitigation measure such as MM HAZ-6. 

52-14	 Furthermore, in the subsequent 6/10/2011 biological opinion for the Ivanpah SEGS, which is described as replacing the 10/1/2010 version, FWS included revised 
conservation recommendations: 

� We recommend that the Bureau amend the necessary land use plans to prohibit large-scale development (e.g., solar energy facilities, wind development, etc.) within all 
remaining portions of the Ivanpah Valley to reduce fragmentation within the critical linkage between the Ivanpah Critical Habitat Unit and the Eldorado Critical Habitat 
Unit. 

� We recommend that the Bureau consider alternative configurations for this project and the First Solar-Silver State Project that would focus ground disturbance on lands 
closer to Ivanpah Lake that are likely to have fewer desert tortoises and are less crucial to population connectivity. 

55-14	 The SDEIS should discuss how the proposed acti on would support or conflict with the objectives of federal, state, tribal or local land use plans, policies and controls in 
the project areas. The term "land use plans" includes all types of formally adopted documents for land use planning, conservation, zoning and related regulatory 
requirements. Proposed plans not yet developed should also be addressed it they have been formally proposed by the appropriate government body in a written form 
(CEQ's Forty Questions, #23b). 
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27-1 

Livestock Grazing Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

We did not find that the DEIS analysis incorporated an assessment of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project on areas where MSHCP 
mitigation actions have been funded. These areas include, at a minimum: 

• Within the Jean Lake, Roach Lake and McCullough Mountains grazing allotments, at costs of $99,008.33, $7,014.71, and $154,859.18, respectively. 
• Areas where Clark County funds have provided for weed monitoring and treatment activities, including the Interagency Weed Sentry Project. 
• Areas where Clark County funds were provided to the Nevada System of Higher Education to study the white-margined penstemon (Penstemon albomarginatus) and 
its habitat. 
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Noise Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

29-4 The ROW application indicates that Primm may be subject to noise due to increased traffic volume. It is requested that Silver State Solar, LLC coordinate traffic access 
with Primm. Information that is important includes: proposed days of work, proposed hours of work, whether site access is expected to be through Primm, number of 
trips per day, etc. 

53-5 1. Establish baseline data for sound reaching Mojave National Preserve and monitor/limit noise during construction. 

2. No construction noise from 6:00 PM to 6:00 AM. Continue monitoring and controlling noise 6 to 6. 
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Noxious and Invasive Weed Management Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

27-1 We did not find that the DEIS analysis incorporated an assessment of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project on areas where MSHCP 
mitigation actions have been funded. These areas include, at a minimum: 

• Within the Jean Lake, Roach Lake and McCullough Mountains grazing allotments, at costs of $99,008.33, $7,014.71, and $154,859.18, respectively. 
• Areas where Clark County funds have provided for weed monitoring and treatment activities, including the Interagency Weed Sentry Project. 
• Areas where Clark County funds were provided to the Nevada System of Higher Education to study the white-margined penstemon (Penstemon albomarginatus) and 
its habitat. 

30-10 Invasive weeds grow easily wherever the natural vegetation and biological soil crusts are disturbed. The disturbance to the soil and natural vegetation that will occur as a 
result of the construction and maintenance of the proposed transmission line must not be allowed to establish a “weed corridor” across the landscape. Once established, 
weeds are almost impossible to remove permanently. 

Invasive plants and weeds are threats to native habitat, rare plants, and sensitive species. They pose an immense fire hazard. Using chemicals to kill weeds requires 
exposing the environment, species, and watershed area to a toxic substance which can be the source of further damage to environmental and human health. Manual 
weed control requires much human effort, machinery, and can cause even more disturbance, leading to erosion, disturbance, and, in some cases, more weeds. The DEIS 
should carefully consider how invasive plants and weeds will be managed and controlled. 

53-4 1. Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction Identifying species and concentration/distribution. 
2. Collect seed source from native vegetation before removal and limit removal to the minimum needed. 
3. Transplant in other areas needing reclamation or make available to other potential users. 
4. Prevent/control invasive weeds during construction and post construction. 
5. Reclaim with local native species from seed source. Same species and distribution as before. 
6. What is the carbon footprint of the native habitat lost? 

55-8 Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species (February 3, 1999), mandates that federal agencies take actions to prevent the introduction of invasive species, provide for their 
control, and minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive species cause. Executive Order 13112 also calls for the restoration of native 
plants and tree species. If the proposed project will entail new landscaping, the SDEIS should describe how the project will meet the requirements of Executive Order 
13112. 

Recommendation: 
The SDEIS should include an invasive plant management plan to monitor and control noxious weeds. 

56-4 Will this vegetation be allowed to grow unhindered or will it be treated with herbicide? If herbicide use is contemplated it needs to be a very short lived herbicide. 
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Paleontological Resource Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID	 Comment
 

30-16	 The Mojave Desert is rich in structures and artifacts of sign ificant cultural value that are irreplaceable once lost. A Class III cultural resources survey and report is needed 
to satisfy the requirements of NEPA and the National Historic Preservation Act. The DEIS should discuss and analyze all impacts to paleontological and Native American 
cultural resources. Building new transmission lines could cause physical damage to artifacts and sites, expose cultural resources to looters, and could increase fires due to 
soil disturbance and subsequent weed invasion placing these cultural resources at risk of future damage. 
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Recreation Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

1-1 Allowing the first solar project in that area will have an negative impact on ohv use, have an adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area because of 
the Primm race track being turned into a solar plant and reduce the recreation areas in southern Nevada. 

2-2 The proposed project would produce approximately 400 megawatts of electricity on 13,000 acres of public land currently used about 5 times a year for off road events. I 
welcome another design and construction project and would love a green hopefully low cost energy source in the area I just want to make sure the area can be shared 
with the off road users that currently and historically used the area. 

6-1 Allowing the first solar project in this area will have a negative impact on OHV use, and also have an adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area. 
The Primm race track being turned into a solar plant would reduce recreation areas in southern Nevada. 

9-1 Please do not allow the first solar project in Primm area to have an negative impact on ohv use , the adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area 
because of the Primm race track being turned into a solar plant and reduce the recreation areas in southern Nevada will be huge! 

9-2 Nevada has plenty of Sunshine and areas for solar plaints but we can only have competitive OHV events on existing race courses and losing the primm track would be 
devastating to our sport and the economics of the off road and ohv suppliers, vendors, promoters etc. 

10-1 Placing the silver state south solar plant in primm or jean is a bad idea . This area has been set aside as a special recreation area for OHV use . This area is a perfect place 
for OHV use as the soil is sand and decomposed granite based, unlike the north of Las Vegas that has an high alkali based soils that cause dust and erosion with OHV use . 
Over the past 14 years OHV users have lost over 2,000,000 acres of land to recreate on in Clark county with no new areas opened up to replace them . 

13-3 Secondly it is a city that supports a thriving tourism industry, and approximately 40 million domestic and international travelers will also be impacted by these projects. I 
have a unique perspective and concern on these projects as this is one of our main areas of operation. Closing any part of this area would be ludicrous as this area is one 
of the most used areas for the Las Vegas, Domestic and International off Road Community. We have had 50 years of racing venues in the area, We have continued use 
from the general public on a daily basis. 

20-2 Is the BLM going to look into mitigation for loss of recreation habitat for this project? 

22-3 Would that be written in at the beginning of this (the EIS) that that (public access) cannot change? 

That any closures, the closures that are there that exist in the opening stay that 
way? 

24-2 We've been racing here for 25, 30 years. I've been racing here when I was 14 years old I raced out here. And your proposal is going to take away our land. 

What I see is usually our government or a company like yours comes in and they go, We'll work with you, no problems. We're going to let you have your events, no 
problems. But a year from now when I start running 800 horsepower trucks and cars by there, and rocks start flying and they start breaking things or the dust gets here, 
somebody is going to say, You've got to stop. And that's what happens, then we're stopped and we can't go there anymore. 

What you have right now is you've got one corridor that goes up through Calvada, through Calvada wash and around, but that proposed course, I told you earlier, was 
right on top of an old Edison line that we have a race coming up, we just proposed a race there for a March of next year. We have a race here coming up December 2nd. 
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Comment ID	 Comment
 

24-5	 Well, judging and looki ng and looking at the markers that I've looked at out there, they've pretty well landlocked and taken away the Roach Lake portion for any kind of 
off-road racing over there. And I can tell you right now, people can tell me all day long, I don't have a problem, we'll find a corridor for you. Once again, when you take 
200, 300 high horsepower cars and trucks and run them through there, you've got a problem. They're going to have a problem with it. 

If somebody wants to give us a letter that says for the next 20 years we won't say anything, no problem, but it won't happen. It isn't going to happen. Whoever runs the 
company is going to go, No way, we're not going to sign a letter like that. That will shut off racing in Southern Nevada as we know it right now if that project goes in. 

A couple of things. When Daryl is talking about your washing them, that's because wherever you got them already, there is no off-road racing of cars and trucks. Come 
out here, I invite you to come here December 2nd, watch the racing and you will go, oh, my God, there's no way we can have this. 

We went through this experience with the ones in Eldorado Valley and the same thing, I sat at the meeting and listened to the man say, No problem. Three or four 
months later, Sorry, your race can't come through anymore. Now we can't go into Eldorado Valley anymore because of the panels. 

Well, you know, once again, sir, I'm not trying to pick on you but in my background, my history, I've seen this happen a hundred times. We're going to work with you, 
we're going to work with you, we're going to work with you. You won't affect us. And then pretty quick, Hey, you guys can't be here anymore, we've got to stop this, 
and you just close down all the corridors right here. 

Once again I proposed routes for a March race right through your lines right there, and we get anywhere near you within a mile or two, you've got a problem. I 
guarantee you there will be a problem with the dust, just the dust, not to mention rocks, debris flying off the cars. Pit access. We have a proposed pit right there on the 
edge of Roach dry lake. You're talking 4, 500, maybe 700 vehicles going in and out of there across the public access at the end of the NDOT right-of-way across the 
railroad tracks there, the county right-of-way. There's a big impact. 

32-1	 As an avid off roader, I am saddened to hear that even more of our public lands are proposed to be taken away. Public lands should not be sold off to corporations, for 
any reason. These lands are used by many for all types of recreation, and it would be a shame to lose them. I uderstand the demand for alterative energy, but why would 
a project that requires 2900 acres be allotted 13,000+? I understand that there needs to be a compromise, but why is it that the tax paying public who actually use these 
lands is always the one being taken from? 

33-2	 Taking 13000 acres is not only damaging to our family becau se we enjoy using our desert it will also damage the profits of the local casino's. We pride ourselves on 
keeping our kids out of trouble and continuously giving them something positive to do to not only better them but our communities as well. I grew up around desert 
racing and OHV time. I personally can say it has changed my life by keeping me out of trouble when I was a youth. 

34-1	 It will be terrible if those solar plan s go through. My family and I race in that area and that will cause a huge loss to the off road community. We spend lots of money to 
be able to run our race cars and I'm sure there is plenty of land out there not set a side (sic) for off road use that the solar plant could be on. So, please reconsider the 
area choice. please do not take our Primm track a way from us. My family and I do not want to travel to Mexico to do the sport we love and we want to spend our 
money here in the sates (sic) keeping money here in the states. 

37-1	 I am an avid off road race enthusiast. I hate Las Vegas, I am not a gambler o r any of the things that place is famous for. However as a result of the off road racing events 
at Primm, I spend 90% of my annual recreational income in Clarke (sic) County. If you build this solar plant and I will have no reason at all to come from California and 
spend my money in your state. 

I am not the only one. As a result of me racing my 2 cars I bring 15-20 people to support me who also spend money in Nevada. At some of the races I attend at prim (sic) 
there are 200 vehicle entries. I guess the point I am trying to make is that a lot of people visit this are for recreation. 
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Comment ID Comment
 

38-1 This letter is to express my interest in keeping open desert recreation lands and BLM lands for tax paying citizens for recreation purposes. 

These attempts to steal land paid for by tax payers for recreation have gone too far. It needs to stop now. 

39-1 I strongly object to the closure of 13,043 acres of land for solar use. My family uses that land almost every week end to ride our motorcycles. We have been riding out 
there since 1963 and it is very much a part of our lives. 13,043 acres seems excessive. Please do not approve of this. 

40-1 PLEASE don't allow the solar company to take our land that we as a family use to race on. It would be a travesty if my son isn't allowed to race on the same land that I 
raced on. 

41-1 BLM, what's your problem. Racers can't race in the desert for ruining the wildlife, BUT, someone wants to use the desert for a CONSERVATION effort, and let's role out 
the red carpet. I despise what you are doing and where your associates and all involved are installing these solar advancements 

42-3 The proposed land is enjoyed by many people throughout the year that enjoy recreation of all types and the approval of the First Solar project would impact the rights to 
openly use this land. 

44-6 BLM lands are necessary for the preservation of biological diversity, and for primitive recreation which cheaply improves health both physical and psychological. 
Extractive and exploitative uses must not be prioritized over these vital necessary uses. 

46-1 It is our opinion that the proposed "First Solar South Project" near the Nevada/California state line and near the town of Primm, will take away from land which 
historically has been utilized for off road recreation, sanctioned desert events, and other outdoors recreation. The closure of these areas, without adding other areas 
which are specifically designated for those uses is not acceptable to those of us who live, work, and recreate in the Southern Nevada area. Over the last several years, I 
have noticed a concerted effort by certain people within the BLM, the US Forest Service, the federal Fish and Game departments, and other governmental and private 
organizations, to severely limit the use of off highway vehicles in much of the desert surrounding the city of Las Vegas, Nevada. In addition, it has become more 
expensive, and more problematic to obtain permits, and to perform all the adjunctive activities which are required by the BLM and other agencies involved in the pursuit 
of organized desert events. We have been assured by BLM personnel in the past that our continued use of the desert is assured, however the conversion of public land 
to private land in this area will of necessity stop virtually all off-road use in that area, and will cause the cessation of all sanctioned desert events in that area. This is 
unacceptable, and I protest this project, and others like it, in the strongest possible way, not because there is no value to it, although that is very questionable from a 
purely economic point of view, but because it will essentially close this public land to public use, WITHOUT commensurate lands being made available for sanctioned 
desert event use elsewhere in that area. 

54-2 The Silver State Solar Power South Project is located in a BLM LV District SRMA. Within this SRMA there are an abundance of SRPs issued annually such as Race, Tour, 
Non-competitive trail rides, etc. SRMA’s are important and are recognized as having standing and statu.  We need to keep single use right of ways (i.e. solar and wind) 
which restrict or close off access out of current standing SRMA’s. SRMA’s should be represented for there (sic) multi-use classification and their current RMP’s should 
not be re-amended to allow single use right of ways within its boundaries. 
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Social and Economic Resource Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

1-1 Allowing the first solar project in that area will have an negative impact on ohv use, have an adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area because of 
the Primm race track being turned into a solar plant and reduce the recreation areas in southern Nevada. 

3-2 We spend tens of thousands every year in Primm.  With no long distance races based there, I will never go there again. 

5-1 We have been racing in primm for years, selling OHV areas would cause an economic loss at all the hotels and gas stations that multiple people use for gas and 
food/beverages. 

6-1 Allowing the first solar project in this area will have a negative impact on OHV use, and also have an adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area. 
The Primm race track being turned into a solar plant would reduce recreation areas in southern Nevada. 

7-2 What would be wrong with putting them anywhere else that would still work with your need and our needs that you guys are trying to do and also leave room for the 
race cars to have a place to race in Primm so we can keep that town up and running seeing that we bring in a ton of revenue to primm every time a race is held and it 
sells out all three casino rooms plus the money we pay for food drinks and game play. 

8-2 The local desert surrounding Primm, is one used for many activities, including Off Road Racing, which brings a great deal of revenue to the area from all over California, 
Arizona, Nevada, and many other states as well. 

8-3 While I can certainly see the need for more power generation, I absolutely do not see the need to displace an entire industry of manufacturers, race promoters, hobbyist 
and the like, when there are a great deal of other locations to build said facility. 

9-1 Please do not allow the first solar project in Primm area to have an negative impact on ohv use , the adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area 
because of the Primm race track being turned into a solar plant and reduce the recreation areas in southern Nevada will be huge! 

9-2 Nevada has plenty of Sunshine and areas for solar plaints but we can only have competitive OHV events on existing race courses and losing the primm track would be 
devastating to our sport and the economics of the off road and ohv suppliers, vendors, promoters etc. 

11-1 I am opposed to the construction of this proposed PV plant near Primm. The cost to construct and operate this plant is considerably more than a conventional fossil fuel 
or nuclear power generating plant. The cost per KW of power produced makes this plant an irresponsible and costly experiment. Non-subsidized projects by private 
industry should be the focus of solar power generation, not taxpayer money, particularly in this challenging economic time, when extracting taxpayer dollars from a 
hurting populace makes no sense. When solar generation becomes viable and cost effective, it will take its place in the power options of this country and the world. 
Trying to force a square peg in a round hole at taxpayer expense serves no purpose other than to make some tree huggers happy and provide temporary employment in 
a non-viable industry. Leave power R&D to private power companies who will do so competitively, not with a "cost is no object" philosophy. 

13-3 Secondly it is a city that supports a thriving tourism industry, and approximately 40 million domestic and international travelers will also be impacted by these projects. I 
have a unique perspective and concern on these projects as this is one of our main areas of operation. Closing any part of this area would be ludicrous as this area is one 
of the most used areas for the Las Vegas, Domestic and International off Road Community. We have had 50 years of racing venues in the area, We have continued use 
from the general public on a daily basis. 

13-4  We also have several tour companies that use this area for commercial use on a daily basis and rely on this area for there sole means of income. 
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19-2	 Any of this money that goes to the U.S. Treasury, is there any clause in there that has a portion of this money go back to the state where this particular project resides? 
I'd like to see some money to come back to the state of Nevada. 

33-3	 This project will also hurt the state line economy. Those ho tels look forward to the races because it boosts their economy. They count on these races and racers to help 
out in the $$$ book. Closing that area down will certainly damage them and possibly close one or two of them. I realize Im just a small voice and dont have the $$$$ as 
these solar companies have but please consider what a yes vote will do to all involved. 

34-1	 It will be terrible if those solar plan s go through. My family and I race in that area and that will cause a huge loss to the off road community. We spend lots of money to 
be able to run our race cars and I'm sure there is plenty of land out there not set a side (sic) for off road use that the solar plant could be on. So, please reconsider the 
area choice. please do not take our Primm track a way from us. My family and I do not want to travel to Mexico to do the sport we love and we want to spend our 
money here in the sates (sic) keeping money here in the states. 

35-1	 Just wanted to let you know I dont sup port this grab of our public Land. Land that has ben (sic) used for years and years as a place for OHV and Offroad Racing. I hope 
this is not pushed through as this would be another huge hit to the community of Ohv usuers (sic) . I mean how can you go and take the land that holds the biggest 
offroad race of the year bringing over 400+ entrys in buggys and trucks. Think of how many people come as just support for those vehicles lets alone fans. This is just 
plain wrong alsto (sic) writing my congressmen abought (sic) this. We should have a say in what happens to OUR public land. 

36-3	 We spend a lot of money there, and it would hurt the community if we were taken out of the equation. 

37-1	 I am an avid off road race enthusiast. I hate Las Vegas, I am not a gambler o r any of the things that place is famous for. However as a result of the off road racing events 
at Primm, I spend 90% of my annual recreational income in Clarke (sic) County. If you build this solar plant and I will have no reason at all to come from California and 
spend my money in your state. 

I am not the only one. As a result of me racing my 2 cars I bring 15-20 people to support me who also spend money in Nevada. At some of the races I attend at prim (sic) 
there are 200 vehicle entries. I guess the point I am trying to make is that a lot of people visit this are for recreation. 

38-1	 This letter is to express my interest in keeping open desert  recreation lands and BLM lands for tax paying citizens for recreation purposes. 

These attempts to steal land paid for by tax payers for recreation have gone too far. It needs to stop now. 

52-4	 We also recognize that renewable energy development can help create jobs in communities that are eager for them, because of the current economic situation. For 
these and other related reasons, our organizations are working with regulators and project proponents to move properly sited renewable energy projects forward. 

53-8	 Address education as mitigation Interpretation, outreach, existing programs, grants? 
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30-14 Soil erosion on low fill slopes and steeply graded areas could result in sedimentation of water bodies. Changes in hydrology and soil movements may impact rare plants 
and habitats for sensitive species, and may impact burrowing species such as the desert tortoise. 
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Special Designation Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

16-2 It (the RMP amendment) raises a question about folks that may not be so inclined to support a recreation management area continued existence as opposed to a solar 
facility. Seems like apples and oranges but… 

17-3 Because the state line runs immediately adjacent to this project, on the California side of that line is desert wildlife management area. Biologically there's no difference 
between your side and the California side there. It's the same stuff. 

But the BLM in California and the BLM in Nevada don't seem to talk to each other. Are we going to see a comprehensive management plan for the Ivanpah Valley come 
out of this as to how we're going to deal with biological resources in that area and not have it piecemealed between the two states? 

30-2 This location was proposed for inclusion within a desert tortoise conservation area in the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s original 1994 Desert Tortoise  (Mojave 
Population) Recovery Plan underlining the ecological importance and environmental sensitivity of the project site. Because of the sensitivity of this site, the BLM must 
make a good faith effort to consider alternative sites for this proposed power plant. 

30-4 In 2009, the Las Vegas Field office embarked on revising the Las Vegas RMP. Western Watersheds Project submitted scoping comments on February 28, 2010. In our 
comments we proposed that the BLM consider “an alternative that expands the boundaries of the Piute El Dorado Area of Critical Environmental Concern to match the 
proposed Desert Wildlife Management Area (“DWMA”) mapped in figure 9 of the 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (see attached map). This will establish connectivity 
between the Primm and Ivanpah Valleys and ensure gene flow...” The 13,043 acres being eyed by Silver State Solar, LLC in its application lies in this important area. The 
BLM must consider the massive impact that this project will have on the Las Vegas RMP revision planning process and consider delaying further processing of the project 
pending completion of the Las Vegas RMP revision. 

30-17 These public lands are close to Mojave National Preserve and designated Wilderness. The DEIS should fully review the impacts of each alternative on visual resources 
including the effects on wilderness character and values. 

30-18 The proposed project site is close to the South McCullough WSA. Because the project may affect the local water table, may affect wildlife movements, may result in the 
displacement of ORV users onto WSA lands, and may result in light pollution the project may still impair the wilderness character of the WSA. These direct and indirect 
impacts to wilderness character need to be analyzed. 
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Comment ID	 Comment
 

In accordance with the Interim Rule amending 43 C.F.R. Parts 2090 and 2800, BLM 
temporarily segregated the lands within the proposed ROW boundary from location under the public lands laws, including the Mining Law of 1872, for a period of up to 
two years. In its legal description of the segregated lands, BLM included Sections 14 and parts of Sections 27 and 34 of T.26S, R.59E, as well as parts of Sections 3, 9, and 
10 of T.27S, R.59EY We note, however, that in October 2002, pursuant to Public Law 107- 282, these lands were already withdrawn from entry under the mining laws 
and from operation under the mineral leasing and geothennal leasing laws. They are to remain withdrawn until the Secretary tenninates the withdrawal or the land is 
patented.14 Thus, the SEIS should reflect accurately the special status of the land in the Overlay District, e.g., that even after the temporary segregation expires, lands 
within the Overlay District will continue to be withdrawn from entry under the mining or mineral leasing laws. 

Because approval of the First Solar South Project ROW application will require an amendment to the Las Vegas Resource Management Plan (RMP), BLM must also study 
the impacts associated with an RMP amendment that would allow for different land and 
resource uses within the Jean LakelRoach Lake Special Recreation Management Area 
(SRMA). Concurrently, the BLM Las Vegas Field Office (L VFO) is in the process of 
revising the RMP in its entirety.i5 In that regard, it is curious that the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the First Solar South Project and Associated RMP amendment makes no 
mention of the pending revision of the entire RMP. BLM guidance requires that when an RMP is amended pursuant to a project-specific application during an on-going 
RMP revision process, BLM must consider the effect of amending the RMP on the on-going RMP revision process, including an~ "ripple" effect on the RMP revision 
analysis created by the project-specific amendment.  CCDOA urges BLM to coordinate its analysis for the RMP revision accordingly. Further, because the SNSA Overlay 
District and flood control lands are currently encompassed within the Jean LakelRoach Lake SRMA, we request that BLM consult with CCDOA regarding any change in 
designation in the current SRMA boundary that could potentially impact the construction or operation of the SNSA, including its flood control facilities. 

51-4	 A conservation alternative as propose d herein and in our scoping comments to the BLM on the Stateline project could be realized easily by implementing the October 
2011 nomination by Basin and Range Watch, Desert Protective Council, and Desert Tortoise Council for an Ivanpah Valley Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 
to protect unique biological, cultural, and visual resources. The nomination was submitted to District Field Managers Raymond Lee and Mary Jo Rugwell in recognition of 
the overlapping responsibilities of their respective offices. BLM Needles and BLM Las Vegas should pursue a coordinated approach to address the 
cumulative impacts of existing and planned developments in the Ivanpah Valley in order to ensure the survival and well-being of the desert tortoise and other wildlife. 
The ACEC nomination provides an initiative around which BLM California and BLM Nevada may proactively plan regional conservation of tortoises and other important 
resources. The Council, of course, would be pleased to assist the BLM to promote healthy tortoise populations through designation of an Ivanpah Valley ACEC. 

52-14	 Furthermore, in the subsequent 6/10/2011 biological opinion for the Ivanpah SEGS, which is described as replacing the 10/1/2010 version, FWS included revised 
conservation recommendations: 

� We recommend that the Bureau amend the necessary land use plans to prohibit large-scale development (e.g., solar energy facilities, wind development, etc.) within all 
remaining portions of the Ivanpah Valley to reduce fragmentation within the critical linkage between the Ivanpah Critical Habitat Unit and the Eldorado Critical Habitat 
Unit. 

� We recommend that the Bureau consider alternative configurations for this project and the First Solar-Silver State Project that would focus ground disturbance on lands 
closer to Ivanpah Lake that are likely to have fewer desert tortoises and are less crucial to population connectivity. 

54-2	 The Silver State Solar Power South Project is located in a BLM LV District SRMA. Within this SRMA there are an abundance of SRPs issued annually such as Race, Tour, 
Non-competitive trail rides, etc. SRMA’s are important and are recognized as having standing and statu.  We need to keep single use right of ways (i.e. solar and wind) 
which restrict or close off access out of current standing SRMA’s. SRMA’s should be represented for there (sic) multi-use classification and their current RMP’s should 
not be re-amended to allow single use right of ways within its boundaries. 
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Special Status Species Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 
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12-4 Native species (plants and animals) how are they giong to be preserved? Bio/habitat. 

15-4 I'm concerned about this project for obvious reasons.� I mean, I have desert tortoise surveys, done all these, tell us exactly what numbers are out there. 

And that's a lot of desert habitat.� I understand better alternative for the desert tortoise because it's an area that they don't have large numbers.� But that first 
alternative that Silver State Solar, that's very good habitat and I think everybody is realizing that. 

So that's the rate.� I just have a few more things, since you don't have any others.� But anyway, as far as the BLM alternative is �essentially still have a large chunk of land 
eluvial span across the mountains, to me that looks like a very good desert tortoise connectivity zone. 

Couple of generation's worth of time, like a few decades, more tortoises will not colonize that area.� It will become bare. 

The Carter Project down near Barstow, California is a good example of that.� It now has a better number of nearby critical habitat that was designated 20 years prior to 
that. 

15-7 We're working with a botanist and he's identified several rare plants on that site, on the Silver State North side. 

21-1 I have a question regarding the biological resources. Do you have any idea yet what the density of the desert tortoise is? 

21-2 And I'm also concerned about the penstemon albomarginata, i.e., don't know if there's any in that area but could potentially be. So what do you know about biological 
resources? 

26-1 the Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) mitigates for the impacts of an Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)1(B) incidental take permit by 
funding a variety of mitigation actions, including actions on Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands and other federal lands. The subject project will include new 
permanent disturbance in areas where the MSHCP has funded mitigation actions in support of our incidental take permit. 

26-2 In the EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) for the related Silver State Solar Energy Project (N-085077 2800 (NVS3100)), we did not find an assessment of the direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts that the project would have on areas where MSHCP actions have been funded.  These areas include, at a minimum, the areas noted in our letter 
addressed to you dated July 14, 2010 (see attached). We request that the BLM address this issue in the subject analysis and use the Supplemental EIS opportunity to 
analyze these impacts for the entirety of the Silver State Solar Project, including those areas addressed by the prior EIS (N-085077 2800 (NVS3100)) and the subject 
Supplemental EIS, and to recommend appropriate mitigation for the permanent loss of MSHCP mitigation areas. 

26-3 Also, we have updated our analysis of the new areas addressed by the SEIS, and have found the following potential species impacts that should be analyzed in the SEIS: 

• known occurrences of Penstemon albomarginatus within the northern portion of the Right of Way Boundary area depicted on the attached First Solar map. 

• areas modeled as potential Penstemon albomarginatus or Penstemon bicolor habitat using an updated rare plant habitat model generated by the BLM Las Vegas Field 
Office in August 2011 

Monday, November 14, 2011 Special Status Species Page 1 of 9 



       
  

  
  

 

       
   

    
  

     
     

 

   
 

 

     
 

    
  

     

  
        

 

      
        

    

    
     

  

 

   

Comment ID Comment
 

27-1 We did not find that the DEIS analysis incorporated an assessment of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project on areas where MSHCP 
mitigation actions have been funded. These areas include, at a minimum: 

• Within the Jean Lake, Roach Lake and McCullough Mountains grazing allotments, at costs of $99,008.33, $7,014.71, and $154,859.18, respectively. 
• Areas where Clark County funds have provided for weed monitoring and treatment activities, including the Interagency Weed Sentry Project. 
• Areas where Clark County funds were provided to the Nevada System of Higher Education to study the white-margined penstemon (Penstemon albomarginatus) and 
its habitat. 

30-1 Unfortunately, the proposed location of the First Solar South project is on resource-rich public land making it a very poor choice of site for a power plant project. The 
First Solar South power plant project including a photovoltaic solar plant and associated facilities would occupy 13,043 acres of federal land managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM). The project would be located on relatively undisturbed public lands that provide high quality habitat for the listed desert tortoise, and if 
approved would have significant direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on desert tortoises and their habitat, rare plants, ground water, and visual resources. 

30-6 The proposed project area is good to excellent quality desert tortoise habitat that supports a remarkably high desert tortoise population. The NEPA/CEQA documents 
should provide quantitative data, and describe, characterize and identify the desert tortoise population that will be impacted under each alternative to assure that 
NEPA’s requisite “hard look” at the environmental effects is taken. 

The impacts from this project to federally-listed desert tortoises will be direct, indirect, and cumulative. These impacts include habitat loss; habitat disturbance; 
fragmentation of habitat; fragmentation of populations; decreased viability of fragmented populations; loss of connectivity; potential increases in predators such as 
ravens and coyotes; introduction, establishment and spread of invasive plants and weeds; increased fire risk; increased human presence; and increased use of roads. 

The proposed project and the other projects proposed in the area may result in the need for large-scale translocation of desert tortoises. BLM Handbook 1745 - 
Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and Reestablishment of Fish, Wildlife, and Plants - requires that “Decisions for making introductions, transplants, or 
reestablishments should be made as part of the land use planning process (see BLM Manual Section 1622). Releases must be in conformance with approved RMPs. BLM 
Handbook 1745 requires that activity plans for translocations must be site specific and include “Site-specific and measurable vegetation/habitat population objectives 
which are based on existing ecological site potential/condition, habitat capability, and other important factors.” Any proposed translocations should ensure that 
tortoises remain in the same genetic unit, in this case the Ivanpah or the South Las Vegas population. The BLM must include a detailed translocation plan for the project 
in its NEPA documentation. 
The proposed project site is important, occupied desert tortoise habitat. Results from prior surveys show that the proposed project area supported relatively high 
tortoise densities. Detailed surveys are required to determine the number of tortoises that would be impacted. The DEIS should also consider the status of the tortoises 
in the affected genetic unit. 

Use of the proposed project site may compromise connectivity between the Ivanpah Valley desert tortoise and the El Dorado desert tortoise populations. For example, in 
her study on ecological genetics of desert tortoise Hagerty (20082) identified important “least-cost pathways” through the project area that provide connectivity within 
the South Las Vegas population. Disruption of this connectivity could reduce gene flow and severely impair desert tortoise recovery, and must be addressed in the DEIS. 

30-9 There are a number of rare plants and other sensitive animal and plant species found in the area. The DEIS should provide detailed vegetation and wildlife maps to 
facilitate public input into the process. The DEIS should carefully consider and analyze potential impacts to all species that would be affected by the project, and must 
include due consideration of alternatives that would minimize those impacts. 

42-4 The environmental impact on the raw land that is home to many animals would also be devastating. How many turtles will be killed during construction? 
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43-2	 Second, this project could have negative effects on endan gered and sensitive species. Not only will this project adversely affect wildlife, but also it could hinder the 
future recovery of species of concern by destroying currently intact habitat. The project borders the Ivanpah DWMA, which is critical habitat for the desert tortoise. The 
project will cut off a corridor for tortoise movement and most likely will require the movement or killing of hundreds of desert tortoises, the evidence of which is the 
ordeal of the BrightSource project. 

44-1	 The area impacted is an area of unusually diverse species, a core area for preservation of diversity, and thus vital for restoration of threatened and endangered species in 
the Mojave. 

51-1	 We concur with the BLM’s assessment in its Notice of Intent that key issues relative to Silver State South include impacts to threatened and endangered species. There is 
no more important issue to consider, in our view, than the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project to the Federally-threatened desert tortoise (Gopherus 
agassizii) and the cumulative impacts of this and other developments to this unique species and its habitat in the Ivanpah Valley. 

The Council is deeply concerned about the significant adverse impacts to desert tortoises from the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System (ISEGS) and the Silver State 
North solar projects already under construction on nearly 3,582 and 618 acres, respectively, of what was once high quality, occupied habitat. The Stateline project 
proposed by First Solar (some 2,200 acres) and the Silver State South solar project (with an estimated 4,000 acre footprint) would expand the destruction of desert 
tortoise habitat to over 10,000 acres. The remaining habitat will be seriously fragmented. Together, the four solar projects threaten the survival of the Mojave desert 
tortoise as a viable population in the Ivanpah Valley. 

51-2	 The Council’s concern is heightened by evidence from ISEGS that the desert tortoise population in the Ivanpah Valley is large and reproducing at a healthy rate. There 
may be as many as 141 sub-adult and adult tortoises, 860 smaller tortoises, and 434 eggs and hatchlings on the ISEGS site, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(2011a). Of added importance are USFWS calculations of the number of tortoises resident in the larger area affected by ISEGS. Figuring in the number of tortoises already 
occupying translocation sites, USFWS estimates that ISEGS could negatively impact as many as 532 adult tortoises, 3,236 smaller-class individuals, and 1,631 eggs or 
hatchlings. Moreover, as USFWS estimates, there may be an additional 3,867 adult tortoises in the remaining portions of the action area. The numbers and reproductive 
capacity of the Ivanpah tortoises are especially important given the absence of a stable, recovered population elsewhere in the Mojave Desert. 

As defined in the 1994 Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) Recovery Plan, the Ivanpah Valley was within the Northeastern Mojave Desert Tortoise Recovery Unit, one of 
six designated evolutionary significant units. This population was understood to be genetically the most distinctive unit of the desert tortoise in the Mojave Desert, and 
Northeastern Mojave desert tortoises were recognized as the most genetically distinct population of California’s tortoises. 

The Revised Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (2011) reduced the number of recovery units from six to five and changed some of the 1994 recovery units boundaries, with 
the result that the Ivanpah population is now classified by USFWS as part of the Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit. 

Based on an analysis of genetic data and without apparent political considerations, Hagerty, in her Ph.D. thesis “Ecological Genetics of the Mojave Desert Tortoise” 
(2008), identifies the Ivanpah population of tortoises as part of the South Las Vegas unit, a genetically distinct subpopulation. Hagerty and Tracy, in their peer-reviewed 
publication in Conservation Genetics (2010), again identify the Ivanpah desert tortoises as part of the genetically distinct South Las Vegas subpopulation. 

Silver State South could adversely impact up to 4,000 acres of this large and distinct 
subpopulation through the destruction of quality desert tortoise habitat. The project, in addition, will fragment and disrupt the habitat connectivity required to maintain 
genetic flow that is essential to ensuring self-sustaining populations of desert tortoises located north and south of the proposed project. Tortoises, particularly subadults, 
will travel great distances if we protect their habitats and allow them to move freely. Tortoises by themselves will maintain the natural connectivity among population 
units if we permit them to live and reproduce without human 
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51-3	 The Council feels strongly that the SEIS for the Sil ver State South project should include an alternative specifically designed to conserve wild desert tortoise populations 
in the Ivanpah Valley. This alternative should be designated the “preferred alternative.” The conservation alternative should (1) preclude siting Silver State South on any 
of the 13,043 acres of public lands managed by the BLM that are targeted by First Solar (Silver State Solar, LLC) in its rightof-way application. The conservation alternative 
should (2) preclude any further development of BLM lands in the Ivanpah Valley by setting aside all those remaining public lands for conservation (with the possible 
exception of Ivanpah Dry Lake). Similar to this, the Council (2011) proposed that a conservation alternative be incorporated and designed as the “preferred alternative” 
in the environmental impact statement on First Solar’s right-of-way application for 
the Stateline project. 

The conservation alternative should be the “preferred alternative” as it would give appropriate weight to the Federal mandate to conserve and recover the Federally-
threatened desert tortoise by protecting a significant subpopulation of tortoises. The conservation alternative should be the “preferred alternative” as it would protect 
the expanse of quality public lands managed by the BLM in the Ivanpah Valley as unfragmented habitat. 

Since the 1990 listing of the desert tortoise by the Federal government, “desert tortoise habitat has continued to be lost or degraded…, keeping tortoise populations in 
an insecure state…” (USFWS 2011b, p. 34). In the Ivanpah Valley, there is an opportunity to reverse rather than accelerate the deterioration, fragmentation, and loss of 
habitat. The conservation alternative would shield (a) lands not designated as critical habitat in 1980 and 1994 but subsequently found 
to support significant tortoise populations; (b) lands adjacent to critical habitat and for which development would have severe adverse impacts; and (c) lands that serve 
to connect critical habitat or parts of critical habitat and, in this case, the Mojave National Preserve. Protecting habitat is even more important today as the recent 
splitting of Gopherus agassizii and description of a new species of desert tortoise (G. morafkai) reduces the distribution of G. agassizii to about 30 percent of its former 
range (Murphy, et al. 2011). 

USFWS recognized the importance of limiting development in the Ivanpah Valley to protect habitat with its Section 7(a)(1) Endangered Species Act recommendations to 
the BLM on ISEGS. In its initial biological opinion (2010), USFWS urged that BLM amend the California Desert Conservation Area Plan to prohibit any further large-scale, 
energy facilities within the area bounded by Interstate 15, the California-Nevada stateline, and the Clark Mountains, an area 
that includes the proposed Stateline project. USFWS advised BLM that “the potential exists that this portion of the Ivanpah Valley may be disturbed and fragmented to 
the extent that desert tortoises and other wildlife populations may be severely compromised” (2010, p. 63). In its revised biological opinion on ISEGS (2011a, pp. 92-93), 
USFWS recommended that BLM amend its land use plans “to prohibit large-scale development within all remaining portions of the Ivanpah Valley to reduce 
fragmentation within the critical linkage between the Ivanpah 
Critical Habitat Unit and the Eldorado Critical Habitat Unit.” 

Given the information in the preceding paragraph, the Council feels that it is imperative that the SEIS fully analyze the BLM’s intent (or failure) to implement these 
USFWS recommendations. Either the BLM has new information that disproves USFWS’ contention, in which case new data in the SEIS should be presented and analyzed 
that the loss of an additional 4,000 acres will not seriously fragment critical habitats. Or, in the absence of supporting new data, the Council contends that the BLM is 
obligated to accept USFWS’ recommendation and reject the proposal to allow construction of this 4,000-acre project. In the absence of new data presented in the SEIS 
showing that fragmentation would not be significant and deleterious to regional of tortoise populations, the Council feels that BLM must reject this proposed project. 

These USFWS recommendations represent a conservation vision that merits recognition and implementation by BLM. If the BLM does not reject this proposed project, 
the Council believes that USFWS must acknowledge its statements about prohibiting additional large-scale development in Ivanpah Valley, and in so doing, issue a 
jeopardy biological opinion on Silver State South, a project that will introduce more adverse impacts to this sensitive, important area. 

52-5	 That said, renewable development is not appropriate everywhere  on the public lands and must be balanced against the equally urgent need to protect unique and 
sensitive resources, such as the threatened Desert tortoise and its habitat. There are many opportunities for development of renewable energy generation and 
transmission in the West and Southwest, including lands in Nevada, Arizona and California where solar energy resources are abundant, and we believe that the 
opportunities are sufficient to provide for solar energy development in an environmentally and economically sound manner. 
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Unfortunately, the proposed project is located in high quality habitat that is occupied by the threatened Desert tortoise and other sensitive species of plants and 
animals1 and, as such, appears to be inappropriately sited. The proposed Project and alternatives would not only destroy habitat but will also significantly increase 
fragmentation and contribute to the loss of habitat connectivity for the 
Desert tortoise and other species. 

As mentioned above, we have urged BLM to undertake an ecological analysis of the Ivanpah Valley as a whole before moving forward with the permitting process for 
individual project proposals. Only by taking a landscape level look at these issues first, without the arbitrarily placed ROW applications as a starting point, can the BLM 
accurately assess the viability of the population and the areas that are most important to preserve. BLM must ensure that any additional renewable energy projects 
within occupied desert tortoise habitat in this area, or that increase fragmentation in the valley, will not jeopardize the tortoise population or its future viability in this 
area. 

BLM is legally required under Section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act to use its authority to further the conservation (recovery) of threatened and endangered 
species, which it must carry out here because the Desert tortoise has been listed as a threatened species since 1990. We expect BLM to establish policies that will 
conserve Desert tortoises and their habitat in the Ivanpah Valley and to ensure that they remain interconnected with populations occurring in the Eastern Mojave and 
Northeastern Mojave Recovery Units. 

We strongly urge BLM to adopt these conservation recommendations and consider other significantly different alternatives or deny the proposed project in order to 
ensure that it will not prevent BLM from carrying out its legal obligation to conserve the Desert tortoise within the Eastern Mojave and Northeastern Mojave Recovery 
Units. 
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52-8 

Comment ID Comment
 

The alternatives mentioned in the scoping notice show some effort to address these impacts but not nearly enough. Given the enormous impacts of the BrightSource 
Ivanpah project on the Desert tortoise and its habitat, it is incumbent on BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to determine whether the Ivanpah Valley can 
sustain any further degradation and loss of habitat without  irreparable harm to the Desert tortoise populations not only in Ivanpah Valley, but in the Eastern Mojave 
and Northeastern Mojave Recovery Units, and adversely impact recovery of this declining and threatened species. Lastly, we strongly  ecommend that BLM review the 
adequacy of the biological resources survey for the proposed project because there are some species that have a very high probability of occurring on the project area 
based on their documented occurrence at the Ivanpah SEGS site. Two such species are the Western burrowing owl and American badger, and there are several more. 

We have repeatedly asked BLM in both California and Nevada to assess the current and projected ecological conditions in the entire Ivanpah Valley region given the 
current and projected loss of natural biological communities due to existing, proposed and planned land use projects in this region, including a number of large scale 
solar projects. 

Furthermore, we have advocated that BLM complete such a regional assessment before continuing to process solar energy project applications in either California or 
Nevada. That analysis should precede and inform any new project proposals and alternative project designs in this area. We strongly urge the BLM to suspend processing 
of current and future right-of-way applications in the Ivanpah Valley as a whole until the ecological health of the habitat and the conservation needs of the Desert 
tortoise and other at-risk species are determined in a systematic manner utilizing subject matter experts from the relevant agencies, academic institutions and 
professional organizations. We do not consider a cumulative effects analysis under NEPA to be substitute for a comprehensive ecological analysis of the Invapah Valley 
region. 

We are deeply concerned over the significant adverse impacts to Desert tortoises and their high-quality habitat in the Ivanpah Valley due to the 3,500 acre Ivanpah 
and the 618 acre Silver State North solar projects that are already under construction. The proposed project and the proposed Stateline solar project in California would 
expand these impacts by approximately 6,000 acres (Stateline – 2,000 acres; Silver State South – est. 4,000 acres). 

High quality, occupied Desert tortoise habitat in the Ivanpah Valley links similar habitat and Desert tortoise populations in the Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit and the 
Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit. Even using the new recovery unit boundaries in the revised recovery plan for the desert tortoise, it is clear that this area remains a 
key connectivity pinch-point between the populations and recovery units. Hagerty et al. (2011) also shows that the Ivanpah Valley is a critical movement corridor for 
desert tortoise gene flow. 

The FWS determined that loss of connectivity in the vicinity of Primm, Nevada would likely create a nearly closed population in the southern end of the Ivanpah Valley, 
largely due to topographic constraints between Ivanpah Valley and Cima, located in the far southern reaches of Ivanpah Valley. Furthermore, FWS in the Revised 
Biological Opinion for the Ivanpah SEGS (pp. 75-76), stated: 

Although the available information does not support a conclusion that connectivity would be lost in the vicinity of Primm, leading to population-level genetic and 
demographic effects in the southern end of the Ivanpah Valley, the existing effects of fragmentation caused by the LSTS fence, Interstate 15, Primm, and the Clark 
Mountains are likely to be exacerbated by the development of the ISEGS facility. 

Although culverts and underpasses, north of Primm and west of Roach Lake, and between Yates Well Road and Nipton Road, offer some small potential for population 
connectivity to this area, we have concluded that dispersal of desert tortoises through these underpasses does not likely contribute significantly to population 
connectivity. This lack of significant connectivity has resulted in a population west of Interstate 15 that is completely or nearly isolated from the remainder of the desert 
tortoise population in the southern end of the Ivanpah Valley. 

The isolated population west of Interstate 15 is significantly smaller than the minimum viable population size identified in Service (1994), indicating that it is highly 
vulnerable to demographic stochasticity and genetic deterioration.The development of the ISEGS facility in the area occupied by this isolated population is likely to 
promote or exacerbate these effects by reducing the area available to this population and introducing additional mortality sources that may reduce population 
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Comment ID Comment
 

52-8 recruitment or create demographic imbalances. The potential mortality of juvenile individuals on the ISEGS project site will also likely have some effects on population 
recruitment (i.e., individuals reaching reproductive age). In addition to exacerbating demographic and genetic effects within this small population, the ISEGS facility 
would further fragment the small population west of Interstate 15 by constraining connectivity between populations east and west of the facility. However, because 
population connectivity would still remain to the north of Unit 3 and BrightSource would install culverts underneath its access road to alleviate fragmentation associated 
with it, we anticipate that populations to the west and east of ISEGS would still largely be connected. 

It is clear from the revised biological opinion for the ISEGS project, dated June 10, 2011, that the FWS was concerned about the already compromised and potentially 
isolated Desert tortoise population occurring west of I-15 in the Ivanpah Valley. Thus, it is essential that BLM, in consultation with FWS, fully analyze and disclose the 
implications that the proposed project would have on the continued viability of the Desert Tortoise generally east of I-15 and to carefully determine 1) how and where 
habitat connectivity and gene-flow occurs, and 2) how it can be maintained and enhanced. 

52-13 Maintaining habitat connectivity at the landscape level is considered essential in maintaining self-sustaining Desert tortoise populations through gene-flow, providing 
opportunities for individuals to re-colonize suitable habitats, and maintaining access to potentially suitable habitat due to the effects of climate change. 

52-15 BLM in Nevada and California need to pursue a coordinated approach to address cumulative impacts of existing and planned developments, but, even more importantly, 
a sufficiently robust habitat conservation strategy for the entire Ivanpah Valley. Such a strategy should address recovery of the Desert tortoise through sustained habitat 
protection and necessary habitat enhancements, such as highway fencing, culverts or other devices to provide for movements of individuals, maintaining gene flow and 
elimination of unnecessary impediments to connectivity in both California and Nevada. 

53-3 Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction on the existing population and impacts from Bright Source and Phase 1 of Sliver State South. Translocation should 
be addressed. 

53-4 1. Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction Identifying species and concentration/distribution. 
2. Collect seed source from native vegetation before removal and limit removal to the minimum needed. 
3. Transplant in other areas needing reclamation or make available to other potential users. 
4. Prevent/control invasive weeds during construction and post construction. 
5. Reclaim with local native species from seed source. Same species and distribution as before. 
6. What is the carbon footprint of the native habitat lost? 
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55-7

Comment ID Comment
 

 The SDEIS should identify all petitioned and listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat that might occur within the project area. The document should 

identify and quantify which species or critical habitat might be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affected by each alternative and mitigate impacts to these species. 

Emphasis should be placed on the protection and recovery of species due to their status or potential status under the federal or state Endangered Species Act. For this
 
project, EPA is particularly concerned regarding potential impacts to desert tortoise and Death Valley ephedra..
 

Recommendations:
 
The EPA recommends that the BLM consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and prepare a Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the ESA for all threatened or
 
endangered species present, including the desert tortoise. The SDEIS should provide a recent status update of these actions.
 

The BLM should coordinate across field offices, and with the USFWS as well as state wildlife agencies, to ensure that current and consistent surveying, monitoring, and 

reporting protocols are applied in protection and mitigation efforts.
 

Analysis of impacts and mitigation on covered species, such as the desert tortoise, should include:
 

• Baseline conditions of habitats and populations of the covered species. 
• A clear description of how avoidance, mitigation and conservation measures will protect and encourage the recovery of the covered species and their habitats in the 
project area. 
• Consistent monitoring, reporting and adaptive management efforts to ensure species and habitat conservation effectiveness. 
• Implementing post-translocation monitoring and adaptive management strategies will be crucial in evaluating the impacts to species and the success rate of the 
experimental translocation program. 

If the applicant is to acquire compensation lands, the location(s) and management plans for these lands should be discussed in the SDEIS. In light of the numerous 

projects proposed in the Ivanpah Valley, available land to adequately compensate for environmental impacts to sensitive resources may serve as a limiting factor for 

development.
 

Recommendations:
 
Incorporate into the SDEIS information on the compensatory mitigation proposals (including quantification of acreages, estimates of species protected, costs to acquire 

compensatory lands, etc ... ) for unavoidable impacts to biological resources, such as desert tortoise.
 

Identify compensatory mitigation lands or quantify, in the SDEIS, available lands for compensatory habitat mitigation for this project, as well as reasonably foreseeable 

projects in the Ivanpah Valley area. Specify provisions that will ensure habitat selected for compensatory mitigation will be protected in perpetuity.
 

Incorporate, into the SDEIS, mitigation, monitoring, and reporting measures that result from consultation with the USFWS and that incorporate lessons learned from 

other solar projects and recently released guidance to avoid and minimize adverse effects to sensitive biological resources.
 

Discuss mitigation ratios for tortoise habitat and how these relate to the mitigation ratios recommended by other agencies, as weir as how they relate to mitigation 

ratios used for other renewable energy projects in California and Nevada.
 

The SDEIS should describe the potential for habitat fragmentation and obstructions for wildlife movement from the construction of this project and other utility scale 

renewable energy projects in the Ivanpah Valley area.
 

Discuss the need for monitoring, mitigation, and if applicable, translocation management plans for the sensitive biological resources approved by the BLM and the 

biological resource management agencies. This would include, but is not limited to, an Avian Protection Plan, a Raven Monitoring, Management and Control Plan, 
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55-7	 Burrowing Owl Mitigation, Desert Tortoise RelocationfTr anslocation Plan, Desert Tortoise Compensatory Mitigation Plan, and Special - Status Plant Impact Avoidance and 
Mitigation Plan. 

The EPA is also concerned about the potential impact of construction, installation, and maintenance activities (deep trenching, grading, filling, and fencing) on habitat. 
The SDEIS should describe the extent of these activities and the associated impacts on habitat and threatened and endangered species. We encourage habitat 
conservation alternatives that avoid and protect high value habitat and create or preserve linkages between habitat areas to better conserve the covered species. 

Recommendations:
 
The SDEIS should describe the extent of potential impacts from construction, installation, and maintenance activities.
 

The SDEIS should indicate the location of important wildlife habitat areas. The SDEIS should describe what measures will be taken to protect important wildlife habitat 
areas and to preserve linkages between them. 

The SDEIS should provide detailed information on any proposed fencing design and placement, and its potential effects on drainage systems on the project site. Fencing 
proposed for this project should meet appropriate hydrologic, wildlife protection and movement, and security perfOImance standards. Those standards should be 
described in the SDEIS. 

56-2	 It is my understanding that the Desert Tortoise population in the Ivanpah Valley is considered part of the Northeast Mojave subpopulation and is considered a 
genetically distinct population. The continued fragmentation of habitat in this area of the Mojave Desert may pose a significant threat to the viability of this 
subpopulation of the Desert Tortoise 

Monday, November 14, 2011 Special Status Species	 Page 9 of 9 



      
   

   

   
      

  
 

    

    
   

     
 

     
       

 

        
 

  
       

    
            
      

     
     

  

   

Travel Management and OHV Use Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

1-1 Allowing the first solar project in that area will have an negative impact on ohv use, have an adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area because of 
the Primm race track being turned into a solar plant and reduce the recreation areas in southern Nevada. 

1-2 Nevada has plenty of Sunshine and areas for solar plaints but can only have competitive OHV events on existing race courses and losing the primm track would be 
devastating. 

2-2 The proposed project would produce approximately 400 megawatts of electricity on 13,000 acres of public land currently used about 5 times a year for off road events. I 
welcome another design and construction project and would love a green hopefully low cost energy source in the area I just want to make sure the area can be shared 
with the off road users that currently and historically used the area. 

4-1 It has come to my understanding that a solar project has been proposed in Primm, Nevada. This project will certainly have a negative impact of the OHV use in this area. 
This area is the best area in Nevada when it comes to OHV use. 

5-1 We have been racing in primm for years, selling OHV areas would cause an economic loss at all the hotels and gas stations that multiple people use for gas and 
food/beverages. 

6-1 Allowing the first solar project in this area will have a negative impact on OHV use, and also have an adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area. 
The Primm race track being turned into a solar plant would reduce recreation areas in southern Nevada. 

6-2 Nevada has plenty of other areas suitable for solar plaints. We can only hold competitive OHV events on existing race courses and losing the Primm track would be 
devastating, not only for the OHV community, but also for the surrounding Primm Valley. 

7-2 What would be wrong with putting them anywhere else that would still work with your need and our needs that you guys are trying to do and also leave room for the 
race cars to have a place to race in Primm so we can keep that town up and running seeing that we bring in a ton of revenue to primm every time a race is held and it 
sells out all three casino rooms plus the money we pay for food drinks and game play. 

8-2 The local desert surrounding Primm, is one used for many activities, including Off Road Racing, which brings a great deal of revenue to the area from all over California, 
Arizona, Nevada, and many other states as well. 

9-1 Please do not allow the first solar project in Primm area to have an negative impact on ohv use , the adverse economic affect on southern Nevada and the Primm area 
because of the Primm race track being turned into a solar plant and reduce the recreation areas in southern Nevada will be huge! 

10-1 Placing the silver state south solar plant in primm or jean is a bad idea . This area has been set aside as a special recreation area for OHV use . This area is a perfect place 
for OHV use as the soil is sand and decomposed granite based, unlike the north of Las Vegas that has an high alkali based soils that cause dust and erosion with OHV use . 
Over the past 14 years OHV users have lost over 2,000,000 acres of land to recreate on in Clark county with no new areas opened up to replace them . 

13-3 Secondly it is a city that supports a thriving tourism industry, and approximately 40 million domestic and international travelers will also be impacted by these projects. I 
have a unique perspective and concern on these projects as this is one of our main areas of operation. Closing any part of this area would be ludicrous as this area is one 
of the most used areas for the Las Vegas, Domestic and International off Road Community. We have had 50 years of racing venues in the area, We have continued use 
from the general public on a daily basis. 
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13-5 These facilities should be put in California where the power is going to be used such as the Baker or Barstow area in California where there is no off-road or public 
activity and the expanse of the areas are far greater than the area you are proposing and still next to your power grid. 

22-2 If it does go through, can the closures for the OHV community be amended any time after this starts or gets underway? 

Or the tour companies that operate there? 

22-3 Would that be written in at the beginning of this (the EIS) that that (public access) cannot change? 

That any closures, the closures that are there that exist in the opening stay that 
way? 

24-2 We've been racing here for 25, 30 years. I've been racing here when I was 14 years old I raced out here. And your proposal is going to take away our land. 

What I see is usually our government or a company like yours comes in and they go, We'll work with you, no problems. We're going to let you have your events, no 
problems. But a year from now when I start running 800 horsepower trucks and cars by there, and rocks start flying and they start breaking things or the dust gets here, 
somebody is going to say, You've got to stop. And that's what happens, then we're stopped and we can't go there anymore. 

What you have right now is you've got one corridor that goes up through Calvada, through Calvada wash and around, but that proposed course, I told you earlier, was 
right on top of an old Edison line that we have a race coming up, we just proposed a race there for a March of next year. We have a race here coming up December 2nd. 

24-5 Well, judging and looking and looking at the markers that I've looked at out there, they've pretty well landlocked and taken away the Roach Lake portion for any kind of 
off-road racing over there. And I can tell you right now, people can tell me all day long, I don't have a problem, we'll find a corridor for you. Once again, when you take 
200, 300 high horsepower cars and trucks and run them through there, you've got a problem. They're going to have a problem with it. 

If somebody wants to give us a letter that says for the next 20 years we won't say anything, no problem, but it won't happen. It isn't going to happen. Whoever runs the 
company is going to go, No way, we're not going to sign a letter like that. That will shut off racing in Southern Nevada as we know it right now if that project goes in. 

A couple of things. When Daryl is talking about your washing them, that's because wherever you got them already, there is no off-road racing of cars and trucks. Come 
out here, I invite you to come here December 2nd, watch the racing and you will go, oh, my God, there's no way we can have this. 

We went through this experience with the ones in Eldorado Valley and the same thing, I sat at the meeting and listened to the man say, No problem. Three or four 
months later, Sorry, your race can't come through anymore. Now we can't go into Eldorado Valley anymore because of the panels. 

Well, you know, once again, sir, I'm not trying to pick on you but in my background, my history, I've seen this happen a hundred times. We're going to work with you, 
we're going to work with you, we're going to work with you. You won't affect us. And then pretty quick, Hey, you guys can't be here anymore, we've got to stop this, 
and you just close down all the corridors right here. 

Once again I proposed routes for a March race right through your lines right there, and we get anywhere near you within a mile or two, you've got a problem. I 
guarantee you there will be a problem with the dust, just the dust, not to mention rocks, debris flying off the cars. Pit access. We have a proposed pit right there on the 
edge of Roach dry lake. You're talking 4, 500, maybe 700 vehicles going in and out of there across the public access at the end of the NDOT right-of-way across the 
railroad tracks there, the county right-of-way. There's a big impact. 
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29-1 Silver State Solar, LLC has indicated that they will coordinate with BLM to establish appropriate site access. It is requested that Silver State Solar, LLC coordinates with 
Primadonna Corporation about access, if site access is proposed to be through Primm. 

29-4 The ROW application indicates that Primm may be subject to noise due to increased traffic volume. It is requested that Silver State Solar, LLC coordinate traffic access 
with Primm. Information that is important includes: proposed days of work, proposed hours of work, whether site access is expected to be through Primm, number of 
trips per day, etc. 

30-18 The proposed project site is close to the South McCullough WSA. Because the project may affect the local water table, may affect wildlife movements, may result in the 
displacement of ORV users onto WSA lands, and may result in light pollution the project may still impair the wilderness character of the WSA. These direct and indirect 
impacts to wilderness character need to be analyzed. 

31-1 I recently heard about the solar project that might take 13,000 acres of OHV recreation area land in Primm Nevada. Myself, my family and thousands of other off-road 
enthusiasts would like you to reconsider this land closure in the Primm area. This area has been used for many years for off-road related events and recreation. Closing 
this land makes it even harder for families to enjoy the open desert and hurts the economy by making it harder for off-road related businesses to survive. 

32-1 As an avid off roader, I am saddened to hear that even more of our public lands are proposed to be taken away. Public lands should not be sold off to corporations, for 
any reason. These lands are used by many for all types of recreation, and it would be a shame to lose them. I uderstand the demand for alterative energy, but why would 
a project that requires 2900 acres be allotted 13,000+? I understand that there needs to be a compromise, but why is it that the tax paying public who actually use these 
lands is always the one being taken from? 

33-2 Taking 13000 acres is not only damaging to our family because we enjoy using our desert it will also damage the profits of the local casino's. We pride ourselves on 
keeping our kids out of trouble and continuously giving them something positive to do to not only better them but our communities as well. I grew up around desert 
racing and OHV time. I personally can say it has changed my life by keeping me out of trouble when I was a youth. 

35-1 Just wanted to let you know I dont support this grab of our public Land. Land that has ben (sic) used for years and years as a place for OHV and Offroad Racing. I hope 
this is not pushed through as this would be another huge hit to the community of Ohv usuers (sic) . I mean how can you go and take the land that holds the biggest 
offroad race of the year bringing over 400+ entrys in buggys and trucks. Think of how many people come as just support for those vehicles lets alone fans. This is just 
plain wrong alsto (sic) writing my congressmen abought (sic) this. We should have a say in what happens to OUR public land. 

36-1 Please consider the needs of the offroad community in your quest for solar power. 

37-1 I am an avid off road race enthusiast. I hate Las Vegas, I am not a gambler or any of the things that place is famous for. However as a result of the off road racing events 
at Primm, I spend 90% of my annual recreational income in Clarke (sic) County. If you build this solar plant and I will have no reason at all to come from California and 
spend my money in your state. 

I am not the only one. As a result of me racing my 2 cars I bring 15-20 people to support me who also spend money in Nevada. At some of the races I attend at prim (sic) 
there are 200 vehicle entries. I guess the point I am trying to make is that a lot of people visit this are for recreation. 

40-1 PLEASE don't allow the solar company to take our land that we as a family use to race on. It would be a travesty if my son isn't allowed to race on the same land that I 
raced on. 
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46-1	 It is our opinion that the proposed "F irst Solar South Project" near the Nevada/California state line and near the town of Primm, will take away from land which 
historically has been utilized for off road recreation, sanctioned desert events, and other outdoors recreation. The closure of these areas, without adding other areas 
which are specifically designated for those uses is not acceptable to those of us who live, work, and recreate in the Southern Nevada area. Over the last several years, I 
have noticed a concerted effort by certain people within the BLM, the US Forest Service, the federal Fish and Game departments, and other governmental and private 
organizations, to severely limit the use of off highway vehicles in much of the desert surrounding the city of Las Vegas, Nevada. In addition, it has become more 
expensive, and more problematic to obtain permits, and to perform all the adjunctive activities which are required by the BLM and other agencies involved in the pursuit 
of organized desert events. We have been assured by BLM personnel in the past that our continued use of the desert is assured, however the conversion of public land 
to private land in this area will of necessity stop virtually all off-road use in that area, and will cause the cessation of all sanctioned desert events in that area. This is 
unacceptable, and I protest this project, and others like it, in the strongest possible way, not because there is no value to it, although that is very questionable from a 
purely economic point of view, but because it will essentially close this public land to public use, WITHOUT commensurate lands being made available for sanctioned 
desert event use elsewhere in that area. 

54-2	 The Silver State Solar Power South Project is located in a BLM LV District SRMA. Within this SRMA there are an abundance of SRPs issued annually such as Race, Tour, 
Non-competitive trail rides, etc. SRMA’s are important and are recognized as having standing and statu.  We need to keep single use right of ways (i.e. solar and wind) 
which restrict or close off access out of current standing SRMA’s. SRMA’s should be represented for there (sic) multi-use classification and their current RMP’s should 
not be re-amended to allow single use right of ways within its boundaries. 
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Vegetation Resource Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

12-4 Native species (plants and animals) how are they giong to be preserved? Bio/habitat. 

53-4 1. Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction Identifying species and concentration/distribution. 
2. Collect seed source from native vegetation before removal and limit removal to the minimum needed. 
3. Transplant in other areas needing reclamation or make available to other potential users. 
4. Prevent/control invasive weeds during construction and post construction. 
5. Reclaim with local native species from seed source. Same species and distribution as before. 
6. What is the carbon footprint of the native habitat lost? 

56-3 I am also concerned about how sheet flooding of the proposed site will be dealt with, especially as regards the impacts on the bajada downstream from the project site. 
In order to maintain the health and character of the vegetation downslope from the project there is a need for sheet flooding to occur across the site rather than to 
channel flood waters into a few major washes. 

The proponents have stated that they will partially grade and/or disc and then compact the site. How will this affect flood flows? Also, how will the proponent deal with 
the vegetation that will grow along the drip line of the solar panels. The concentration of rainfall along the panel driplines will have the effect of significantly increasing 
the natural rainfall in a small area along the dripline and there may be quite significant plant growth in wet years. 
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Visual Resource Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

7-1 How is it that you say we are destroying the desert and putting up a ton of eye sore solar panels isn’t. I really would hate to have to look at those ugly panels every time I 
came out to visit Primm or Las Vegas. 

12-3 What features are they going to add to minimize visual impacts? Trees? 

15-8 Other impact will be visual.� It's very, very large.� You're going to have a visual impact. 

30-1 Unfortunately, the proposed location of the First Solar South project is on resource-rich public land making it a very poor choice of site for a power plant project. The 
First Solar South power plant project including a photovoltaic solar plant and associated facilities would occupy 13,043 acres of federal land managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM). The project would be located on relatively undisturbed public lands that provide high quality habitat for the listed desert tortoise, and if 
approved would have significant direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on desert tortoises and their habitat, rare plants, ground water, and visual resources. 

30-17 These public lands are close to Mojave National Preserve and designated Wilderness. The DEIS should fully review the impacts of each alternative on visual resources 
including the effects on wilderness character and values. 

30-18 The proposed project site is close to the South McCullough WSA. Because the project may affect the local water table, may affect wildlife movements, may result in the 
displacement of ORV users onto WSA lands, and may result in light pollution the project may still impair the wilderness character of the WSA. These direct and indirect 
impacts to wilderness character need to be analyzed. 

43-3 In addition, this project will impact the outstanding visual resources of southern Nevada. One of Nevada’s major assets is its stunning open spaces, which bring tourism 
and revenue to local communities. The First Solar proposal will severely harm this treasured landscape. 

53-6 1. Establish baseline data for light reaching both the park’s Clark Mountain unit and the Ivanpah Mountains. 

2. During construction limit or exclude night work, use lighting focused on work areas. 

3. Post construction no night lighting, or lighting that is shielded and preferably lighting only activated by motion detectors and on only when needed. 

Need to minimize view from the preserve. Line and color contrast needs to be analyzed and mitigated. 
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Water Resource Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

17-2 So when you do that, when you move it right up against the slope of the Lucy Grays, that increases flood problems. And can you just address how you will address -- can 
you address how you will deal with flows out of those washes and 
sheet flooding across this project? And if you intend to put tortoise fencing around it, how is that going to be affected by floods? 

18-4 With all these solar plants going in, can that whole area sustain all this water that's going to be used? Every plant and every solar plant going in saying, oh, we're only 
going to use a little bit amount. 

That's going to take a lot of water, because I know, to keep the dust down. 

How deep are those wells going to get water? How far do you plan on going? 

25-1 I want to go back to the dust issue. And let's answer that again. You said two times a year those panels are cleaned and they go through a maintenance process; is that 
correct? 

What's the cost of cleaning those panels? Have you guys determined that, oh, now is the time to clean them, how effective is the cost? I mean, is it a big deal or is it 
pretty simple, pretty quick and cost effective just to do it? 

29-3 The projected water demand when the system is in operation is 15 acre-feet per year. The ROW application does not indicate the projected water demand during 
construction. It is requested that Silver State Solar, LLC include in the Plan of Development, or provide to Primadonna Corporation, information on the source water 
during construction, if it will be via groundwater. The information that is requested includes quantity of water for the entire construction period, annual maximum 
extraction, and wellhead location. A detailed groundwater effects evaluation is requested from Silver State Solar, LLC on groundwater extraction and water quality 
during the construction period, including the effect on Primm's existing permitted water rights and associated wells. 

Primm has concerns that stormwater drainage patterns from the proposed project will be altered to negatively affect Primm property. It is requested that Silver State 
Solar, LLC complete flood control evaluations to demonstrate that no negative affect shall result from the proposed project . 

30-1 Unfortunately, the proposed location of the First Solar South project is on resource-rich public land making it a very poor choice of site for a power plant project. The 
First Solar South power plant project including a photovoltaic solar plant and associated facilities would occupy 13,043 acres of federal land managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM). The project would be located on relatively undisturbed public lands that provide high quality habitat for the listed desert tortoise, and if 
approved would have significant direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on desert tortoises and their habitat, rare plants, ground water, and visual resources. 

30-19 The DEIS must provide information on the water needs of this power plant both in the construction and operation phases, and should specify the source of these waters. 
The DEIS must fully analyze impacts to the already overstretched local and regional water reserves. 

43-4 Moreover, water use should be addressed in the SEIS. The desert’s scarce water resources should be managed wisely. The effects of groundwater pumping on local water 
sources, such as springs and residential wells, should be assessed in the SEIS. 
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Comment ID	 Comment
 

50-2	 Other parts of the requested ROW would impinge upon sites  identified by CCDOA as necessary for stormwater and flood control purposes to serve the SNSA. 

Subsequent to the publication of the underlying FEIS, CCDOA finalized its planning 
studies regarding additional sites that will be necessary to ensure adequate stormwater and flood control protection of the SNSA.5 In September 2009, CCDOA applied to 
BLM for a ROW permit for the lands necessary for implementation of the SNSA flood control plan. (See serial no. NVN-087969, attached as Exhibit A). That application is 
still pending, and use of the sites for flood control purposes will be evaluated in the EIS for the SNSA. 

50-5	 The 13,043-acre ROW requested for t he First Solar South Project encompasses a 
considerable amount of the land previously identified as part of the Overlay District for the SNSA: namely, all or parts of the T.26S, R.59E Sections 14, 27, and 34; and 
T.27S, R.59E, Sections 9 and 10. In addition, the proposed ROW would also encompass the two entire sections of land required by CCDOA for flood control for the SNSA, 
and addressed in CCDOA's 2009 ROW application to BLM (T.26S, R.59E, Sections 23 and 26). See Map at Exhibit C. This raises two significant issues for consideration in 
the SEIS. 

First, we remind BLM of its express commitment to not authorize land uses that would preclude the siting of the SNSA stormwater facilities.7 CCDOA is currently 
planning to use all or parts ofT.26S, R.59E Sections 14,23,26,27, and 34 for flood control purposes needed to support the construction and operation of the airport. 
Therefore, in the SEIS for First Solar South, BLM must examine the degree to which granting the full 13,043-acre ROW would interfere with the proposed SNSA and its 
ancillary facilities, and deny any part of First Solar's application that is incompatible with the uses proposed in the SNSA EIS. 

In the underlying FEIS, BLM adequately addressed of the issue of FAA regulations at 14 CFR Part 77, which require that any party proposing to construct a structure taller 
than 200 feet or within 20,000 feet of a proposed airport must provide notice to the FAA through FAA Fonn 7460 and receive a Detennination from the FAA regarding 
whether the proposed structure or structures are hazards to air navigation. CCDOA recommends that the SEIS incorporate a similar discussion of these critical regulatory 
obligations and include a mitigation measure such as MM HAZ-6. 

50-6	 It is critical to understand the degree to which the following aspects of the First Solar South Project would affect both amount and rate of stormwater flows to the SNSA 
Site: 

• Increased impervious surface (because of paved access road, new buildings, and
 
new parking lot);
 
• Altered rate of flow due to cumulative effect of the solar panels from both projects (Silver State North and South) and First Solar's stormwater infrastructure (e.g., 
berms, debris basins, and level spreader detention basins); 
• Altered rate of sediment flow due to impacts to up gradient vegetation; and 
• Potential increased amount of flow (if the project applicant proposes to truck in substantial quantities of water per year). 

For that reason, CCDOA recommends that the SEIS examine the direct effects to existing drainage patterns and the cumulative effects to drainage, taking into account 
the SNSA drainage plans. CCDOA has already provided a detailed planning report for the proposed SNSA stormwater facilities to the BLM Las Vegas Field Office for use in 
the SNSA EIS. CCDOA stands ready to provide additional copies of this report or any additional information that may assist the BLM or project applicant. 

50-7	 Due to the proximity of the First Sol ar South Project to a proposed commercial service airport, any drainage or stonnwater detention system constructed in conjunction 
with the Project should be consistent with FAA's guidance for avoiding wildlife attractants near airports.  As part of its commitment to ensure compatible land uses near 
the SNSA (see Section 1, above), BLM has an obligation to ensure the Project complies with FAA guidelines. Therefore, the SEIS should also include a mitigation measure 
to prevent wildlife attractants near the planned airport. Per FAA's guidance, planning should address design requirements for any flood controVdrainage or water 
detention systems and also address plans to avoid trash and debris that may attract wildlife. 
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55-6 

Comment ID Comment
 

Water Supply and Water Quality 

PV electrical generation facilities generally need much less water than solar thermal plants. Nonetheless, the SDEIS should estimate the quantity of water the project will 
require and describe the source of this water and potential effects on other water users and natural resources in the project's area of influence. The SDEIS should clearly 
depict reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to this resource. If groundwater is to be used, the potentially affected groundwater basin should 
be identified and any potential for subsidence and impacts to springs or other open water bodies and biologic resources should be analyzed. The SDEIS should include: 

• A discussion of the amount of water needed for the proposed PV electrical generation facility and where this water will be obtained, including the reliability of the 
water source. 
• A discussion of the availability of groundwater within the basin and annual recharge rates. A description of the water rights permitting process and the status of water 
rights within that basin including an analysis of whether water rights have been over-allocated. 
• A discussion of cumulative impacts to groundwater supply within the hydrographic basin, including impacts from other large-scale solar installations that have also 
been proposed. 
• An analysis of different types of technology that can be used to minimize or recycle water. 
• A discussion of whether it would be feasible to use other sources of water, including potable water, irrigation canal water, wastewater or deep-aquifer water. 
• An analysis of the potential for alternatives to cause adverse aquatic impacts such as impacts to water quality and aquatic habitats. 

The SDEIS should address the potential effects of project discharges, if any, on surface water quality. Specific discharges should be identified and potential effects of 
discharges on designated beneficial uses of affected waters should be analyzed. 

The EPA strongly encourages the BLM to include in the SDEIS a description of all water conservation measures that will be implemented to reduce water demands. 
Project designs should maximize conservation measures such as appropriate use or recycled water for landscaping and industry, xeric landscaping and water 
conservation education. 

Clean Water Act Section 404 

The project applicant should coordinate with the D.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine if the proposed project requires a Section 404 permit under the Clean Water 
Act. Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States (WOUS), including wetlands and other special aquatic sites. The SDEIS 
should describe all WOUS that could be affected by the project alternatives, include maps that clearly identify all waters within the project area. A jurisdictional 
delineation will confirm the presence or absence of WOUS in the project area and help detennine impact avoidance or if state and federal permits would be required for 
activities that affect WODS. If a Section 404 permit is required, the EPA will review the project for compliance with Section 404(b)(I) Guidelines to ensure any permitted 
discharge into WODS must be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative available to achieve the project purpose. If needed, the SDEIS should include an 
evaluation of the project alternatives within this context in order to demonstrate the project's compliance with the 404(b)( I) Guidelines. Aligning NEPA and CW A Section 
404 requirements will streamline the permitting process if a permit is required. 

Recommendations:

 he SDEIS should include a jurisdictional delineation for all WODS, including ephemeral drainages, in accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation 
Manual and the December 2006 Arid West Region/nrerim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region. 

The SDEIS should quantify the geographic extent of WOUS that could be affected by the Project alternatives, and include maps that clearly identify all WODS within the 
Project area. The discussion should include acreages and channel lengths, habitat types, values, and functions of these WOUS. 
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55-6 

Comment ID Comment
 

The SDEIS should include a robust discussion of all avoidance and mitigation measures proposed for the Project and include an outline of the requirements of a 

compensatory mitigation plan.
 

Drainages, Ephemeral Washes, and Floodplains
 

The SDEIS should describe the original (natural) drainage patterns in the project locale, as well as the drainage patterns of the area during project operations, and
 
identify whether any components of the proposed project are within a 50 or 100 year floodplain. The SDEIS should consider the upstream and downstream reach of 

waters and their importance in this landscape. Natural washes perform a diversity of hydrologic, biochemical, and geochemical functions that directly affect the integrity 

and functional condition of higher-order waters downstream. Healthy ephemeral waters with characteristic plant communities control rates of sediment deposition and 

dissipate the energy associated with flood flows. Ephemeral washes also provide habitat for breeding, shelter, foraging and movement of wildlife. Many plant 

populations are dependent on these aquatic ecosystems and adapted to their unique conditions.
 

Resources in the desert are particularly vulnerable to utility-scale solar energy development. These resources are being cumulatively impacted by the numerous large-

scale solar development projects being proposed in the desert. The potential damage that could result from disturbance of such washes includes alterations to the
 
hydrological functions that natural channels provide in arid ecosystems, including adequate capacity for flood control, energy dissipation and sediment movement, as 

well as impacts to valuable habitat for desert species. For these reasons, the EPA recommends that a "desert or ephemeral wash avoidance" alternative be created, 

which would be consistent with the goals and objectives of NEPA to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere (42 USC §
 
4321) and to attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation (42 USC § 4331).
 

Recommendations:
 
The EPA recommends that the SDEIS characterize the functions of any aquatic features that could be affected by the Proposed Project, including those determined not to
 
constitute WOUS, and describe how the proponent will avoid, minimize, and mitigate such impacts.
 

The EPA recommends the development of a "desert or ephemeral wash avoidance" alternative for full evaluation in the SDEIS.
 

To avoid and minimize direct and indirect impacts to desert washes (such as erosion, migration of channels and local scour), the EPA recommends:
 

• A void placement of support structures in washes; 
• Utilize existing natural drainage channels on site and more natural features, such as earthen berms or channels, rather than concrete-lined channels; 
• Commit to the use of natural washes, in their present location and natural form and including adequate natural buffers, for flood control to the maximum extent 
practicable; 
• Minimize the number of road crossings over washes and designing necessary crossings to provide adequate flow-through during storm events; and 
• A void complete clearing and grading of the site by evaluating the mounting of PV panels at sufficient height above ground to maintain natural vegetation and reduce 
impacts to drainages. 

Discuss the availability of sufficient compensation lands within the project's watershed to replace desert wash functions lost on the project site. 

Construction in Areas of High Flood Risk 
Some portions of the Project, particularly the Phase I section that was already approved, are located in areas of very high flood risk, which raises environmental as well 
as engineering and financial sustainability concerns due to increased erosion, migration of channels, local scour, and potential destabilization and damage to valuable 
facilities and equipment. The Silver State FEIS states that flood zones in the Proposed Project area are primarily low to none, although areas of moderate, high, and very 
high are present. We note, however, that most of the Phase I project area is located in the very high flood hazard class, and that significant portions of the Phase II 
project area are also located in the high and very high hazard class. This information suggests that the northern portion of the site, as least as proposed previously, may 
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55-6 be unstable during flood events. 

Recommendation: 
The EPA remains concerned about the proposed siting of the Silver State project in high flood hazard areas. We recommend that these areas be avoided whenever 
possible. 

56-3 I am also concerned about how sheet flooding of the proposed site will be dealt with, especially as regards the impacts on the bajada downstream from the project site. 
In order to maintain the health and character of the vegetation downslope from the project there is a need for sheet flooding to occur across the site rather than to 
channel flood waters into a few major washes. 

The proponents have stated that they will partially grade and/or disc and then compact the site. How will this affect flood flows? Also, how will the proponent deal with 
the vegetation that will grow along the drip line of the solar panels. The concentration of rainfall along the panel driplines will have the effect of significantly increasing 
the natural rainfall in a small area along the dripline and there may be quite significant plant growth in wet years. 
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Watershed Management Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID	 Comment
 

29-3	 The projected water demand when the system is in operation is 15 acre-feet per year. The ROW application does not indicate the projected water demand during 
construction. It is requested that Silver State Solar, LLC include in the Plan of Development, or provide to Primadonna Corporation, information on the source water 
during construction, if it will be via groundwater. The information that is requested includes quantity of water for the entire construction period, annual maximum 
extraction, and wellhead location. A detailed groundwater effects evaluation is requested from Silver State Solar, LLC on groundwater extraction and water quality 
during the construction period, including the effect on Primm's existing permitted water rights and associated wells. 

Primm has concerns that stormwater drainage patterns from the proposed project will be altered to negatively affect Primm property. It is requested that Silver State 
Solar, LLC complete flood control evaluations to demonstrate that no negative affect shall result from the proposed project . 

30-13	 Desert washes, drainage systems, and washlets are very important habitats for plants and animals in arid lands. Water concentrates in such places, creating greater cover 
and diversity of shrubs, bunch grasses, and annual grasses and forbs. The topography is often more varied, as are soil types and rock types and sizes, creating diverse 
sites for burrows, caves, and other shelters. The resulting “habitats” tend to attract more birds, mammals, reptiles, and invertebrates. For example, desert tortoises 
spend disproportionately more time in washes than they do on “flat” areas.4 The wash habitat impacted by each alternative should be evaluated and appropriate 
mitigations made for stream bed alterations. 
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Wildlife Resource Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

15-6 So I think that's a very big concern, as well as you can have large connectivity with bighorn sheep.  I know they come down and there are several rare plants.� 

30-8 The DEIS should include and analysis of all direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to bighorn sheep is species including loss of foraging habitat, and impacts to linkage 
habitat and loss of connectivity. Bighorn have been observed adjacent to the project site. At a minimum, the BLM should require that the developer acquires 
compensation habitat to offset the loss of foraging habitat. 

There are a number of sensitive bird species known to present on or near proposed project the site including Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius 
ludovicianus), Western Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea), Le Conte’s Thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), Crissal Thrasher (Toxostoma crissale), Vaux’s Swift 
(Chaetura vauxi), and Brewer’s Sparrow (Spizella breweri). There are many other bird species found in the area that are known or expected to use the site. Clark 
Mountain is an identified “Important Bird Area” that supports populations of many rare birds including a breeding population of the declining Mexican Whip-poor-will. 
Birds move between the Clark Mountains and other areas to the east across the north Ivanpah Valley where the project is located. 

In their study of the Solar One project, McCrary et al., found that the most frequent form of avian mortality was collision with structures (McCrary et al., 1986). As 
McCrary et al point out; birds are especially prone to collisions with reflective surfaces, and in their study collisions accounted for 75% of the bird deaths. McCray et al 
found that at least 22 different bird species suffered collision fatalities with mirrors on the Solar One project. The proposed Fist Solar South project will establish a field of 
thousands of PV panels with highly reflective surfaces. Although there is little published data on risk of bird collision with PV panels the risk is probably similar to that 
posed by many other man-made features when placed in habitat. While many of the birds that use the project site are active during the day, some forage at night. 
However, even strictly diurnal species will take to flight at night if they disturbed. Thus the risk of risk of bird collision with the PV panels is round-the-clock. 

The DEIS should include a full and frank analysis of risks to birds including to golden eagles and determine the collision risks. It should characterize bird flight patterns, 
and should quantify anticipated avian deaths. 

30-18 The proposed project site is close to the South McCullough WSA. Because the project may affect the local water table, may affect wildlife movements, may result in the 
displacement of ORV users onto WSA lands, and may result in light pollution the project may still impair the wilderness character of the WSA. These direct and indirect 
impacts to wilderness character need to be analyzed. 

42-5 What about the coyotes, lizards, birds and other animals that will be killed or displaced? 

44-3 Aside from Desert Tortoise, Golden Eagle, and Desert Bighorn Sheep, other species at risk remain unidentified. 

50-7 Due to the proximity of the First Solar South Project to a proposed commercial service airport, any drainage or stonnwater detention system constructed in conjunction 
with the Project should be consistent with FAA's guidance for avoiding wildlife attractants near airports.  As part of its commitment to ensure compatible land uses near 
the SNSA (see Section 1, above), BLM has an obligation to ensure the Project complies with FAA guidelines. Therefore, the SEIS should also include a mitigation measure 
to prevent wildlife attractants near the planned airport. Per FAA's guidance, planning should address design requirements for any flood controVdrainage or water 
detention systems and also address plans to avoid trash and debris that may attract wildlife. 

52-2 As we transition toward a clean energy future, it is imperative for our future and the future of ourwild places and wildlife that we strike a balance between addressing 
the near term impacts of largescale solar energy development with the long-term impacts of climate change on our biological diversity, fish and wildlife habitat and 
natural landscapes. To ensure that the proper balance is achieved, we need smart planning for renewable power that avoids and minimizes adverse impacts on wildlife 
and wild lands. 
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52-7	 Unfortunately, the proposed project is located in high quality habi tat that is occupied by the threatened Desert tortoise and other sensitive species of plants and 
animals1 and, as such, appears to be inappropriately sited. The proposed Project and alternatives would not only destroy habitat but will also significantly increase 
fragmentation and contribute to the loss of habitat connectivity for the 
Desert tortoise and other species. 

As mentioned above, we have urged BLM to undertake an ecological analysis of the Ivanpah Valley as a whole before moving forward with the permitting process for 
individual project proposals. Only by taking a landscape level look at these issues first, without the arbitrarily placed ROW applications as a starting point, can the BLM 
accurately assess the viability of the population and the areas that are most important to preserve. BLM must ensure that any additional renewable energy projects 
within occupied desert tortoise habitat in this area, or that increase fragmentation in the valley, will not jeopardize the tortoise population or its future viability in this 
area. 

BLM is legally required under Section 7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act to use its authority to further the conservation (recovery) of threatened and endangered 
species, which it must carry out here because the Desert tortoise has been listed as a threatened species since 1990. We expect BLM to establish policies that will 
conserve Desert tortoises and their habitat in the Ivanpah Valley and to ensure that they remain interconnected with populations occurring in the Eastern Mojave and 
Northeastern Mojave Recovery Units. 

We strongly urge BLM to adopt these conservation recommendations and consider other significantly different alternatives or deny the proposed project in order to 
ensure that it will not prevent BLM from carrying out its legal obligation to conserve the Desert tortoise within the Eastern Mojave and Northeastern Mojave Recovery 
Units. 

53-2	 (Big Horn Sheep) Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction on migration routes, lambing impacts, herd relocation. 

(Birds [raptors & song birds] and bats) Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction on the existing populations including species, numbers, flight patterns, 
nesting and foraging. 

(Reptiles and small mammals) Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction on the existing populations including species, numbers, movement, living or foraging. 

(Insects and Arachnids) Baseline data needs to be collected Pre-construction on the existing populations including species, numbers, movement, living or foraging. 
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55-7

Comment ID Comment
 

 The SDEIS should identify all petitioned and listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat that might occur within the project area. The document should 

identify and quantify which species or critical habitat might be directly, indirectly, or cumulatively affected by each alternative and mitigate impacts to these species. 

Emphasis should be placed on the protection and recovery of species due to their status or potential status under the federal or state Endangered Species Act. For this
 
project, EPA is particularly concerned regarding potential impacts to desert tortoise and Death Valley ephedra..
 

Recommendations:
 
The EPA recommends that the BLM consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and prepare a Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the ESA for all threatened or
 
endangered species present, including the desert tortoise. The SDEIS should provide a recent status update of these actions.
 

The BLM should coordinate across field offices, and with the USFWS as well as state wildlife agencies, to ensure that current and consistent surveying, monitoring, and 

reporting protocols are applied in protection and mitigation efforts.
 

Analysis of impacts and mitigation on covered species, such as the desert tortoise, should include:
 

• Baseline conditions of habitats and populations of the covered species. 
• A clear description of how avoidance, mitigation and conservation measures will protect and encourage the recovery of the covered species and their habitats in the 
project area. 
• Consistent monitoring, reporting and adaptive management efforts to ensure species and habitat conservation effectiveness. 
• Implementing post-translocation monitoring and adaptive management strategies will be crucial in evaluating the impacts to species and the success rate of the 
experimental translocation program. 

If the applicant is to acquire compensation lands, the location(s) and management plans for these lands should be discussed in the SDEIS. In light of the numerous 

projects proposed in the Ivanpah Valley, available land to adequately compensate for environmental impacts to sensitive resources may serve as a limiting factor for 

development.
 

Recommendations:
 
Incorporate into the SDEIS information on the compensatory mitigation proposals (including quantification of acreages, estimates of species protected, costs to acquire 

compensatory lands, etc ... ) for unavoidable impacts to biological resources, such as desert tortoise.
 

Identify compensatory mitigation lands or quantify, in the SDEIS, available lands for compensatory habitat mitigation for this project, as well as reasonably foreseeable 

projects in the Ivanpah Valley area. Specify provisions that will ensure habitat selected for compensatory mitigation will be protected in perpetuity.
 

Incorporate, into the SDEIS, mitigation, monitoring, and reporting measures that result from consultation with the USFWS and that incorporate lessons learned from 

other solar projects and recently released guidance to avoid and minimize adverse effects to sensitive biological resources.
 

Discuss mitigation ratios for tortoise habitat and how these relate to the mitigation ratios recommended by other agencies, as weir as how they relate to mitigation 

ratios used for other renewable energy projects in California and Nevada.
 

The SDEIS should describe the potential for habitat fragmentation and obstructions for wildlife movement from the construction of this project and other utility scale 

renewable energy projects in the Ivanpah Valley area.
 

Discuss the need for monitoring, mitigation, and if applicable, translocation management plans for the sensitive biological resources approved by the BLM and the 

biological resource management agencies. This would include, but is not limited to, an Avian Protection Plan, a Raven Monitoring, Management and Control Plan, 


Monday, November 07, 2011 Wildlife Resource Page 3 of 4 



  

     
      

   

       

     
 

    
   

 

   

55-7 

Comment ID Comment
 

Burrowing Owl Mitigation, Desert Tortoise RelocationfTranslocation Plan, Desert Tortoise Compensatory Mitigation Plan, and Special - Status Plant Impact Avoidance and 
Mitigation Plan. 

The EPA is also concerned about the potential impact of construction, installation, and maintenance activities (deep trenching, grading, filling, and fencing) on habitat. 
The SDEIS should describe the extent of these activities and the associated impacts on habitat and threatened and endangered species. We encourage habitat 
conservation alternatives that avoid and protect high value habitat and create or preserve linkages between habitat areas to better conserve the covered species. 

Recommendations:
 
The SDEIS should describe the extent of potential impacts from construction, installation, and maintenance activities.
 

The SDEIS should indicate the location of important wildlife habitat areas. The SDEIS should describe what measures will be taken to protect important wildlife habitat 
areas and to preserve linkages between them. 

The SDEIS should provide detailed information on any proposed fencing design and placement, and its potential effects on drainage systems on the project site. Fencing 
proposed for this project should meet appropriate hydrologic, wildlife protection and movement, and security perfOImance standards. Those standards should be 
described in the SDEIS. 
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Alternative Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

1-3 I would highly recommend that first solar look to the Apex valley or in the Eldordo (sic) valley . 

4-2 I urge you to reconsider the placement of this project. The sun shines pretty much everywhere so why can't it go somewhere else? Again I ask you to please reconsider! 

6-3 I would highly recommend taking a look into to the Apex valley or Eldordo (sic) valleys. 

7-2 What would be wrong with putting them anywhere else that would still work with your need and our needs that you guys are trying to do and also leave room for the 
race cars to have a place to race in Primm so we can keep that town up and running seeing that we bring in a ton of revenue to primm every time a race is held and it 
sells out all three casino rooms plus the money we pay for food drinks and game play. 

8-3 While I can certainly see the need for more power generation, I absolutely do not see the need to displace an entire industry of manufacturers, race promoters, hobbyist 
and the like, when there are a great deal of other locations to build said facility. 

9-2 Nevada has plenty of Sunshine and areas for solar plaints but we can only have competitive OHV events on existing race courses and losing the primm track would be 
devastating to our sport and the economics of the off road and ohv suppliers, vendors, promoters etc. 

9-3 I would highly recommend that first solar look to the Apex valley or in the Eldordo (sic) valley. 

10-2 This solar plant would be better suited in apex valley or on the west side of I-15 . 

13-5 These facilities should be put in California where the power is going to be used such as the Baker or Barstow area in California where there is no off-road or public 
activity and the expanse of the areas are far greater than the area you are proposing and still next to your power grid. 
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Comment ID Comment 

15-3 We actually have a coalition with another group called Solar Done Right, which is a group of different people like engineers, environmentalists, whatnot that would like 
to produce the alternative of putting energy like this in a more disturbed environment. 

What we'd like you to consider are different alternatives here.� One thing I'd like to get into, we've been told by BLM that there are mandates and executive orders from 
the Interior Department -- I've read them -- that say you have to place so much renewable energy on so many acres of public land, so many megawatts in certain acres, 
and that's clearly within.  But what's vague in that language, it doesn't say the Silver State Project cannot be --BLM cannot consider alternatives on that. 

What I'm getting at, in items of private land alternative and distributed generation alternatives are out of the question.� But there's a conflict in that language in the 
National Environmental Policy Act that does say that alternatives outside of the jurisdiction with the lead agency will be considered. 

And that's still in there. So we think that that's an opportunity missed.� You've got probably about maybe 300 or so construction jobs that would be made by the project 
here, but when you think about it, when you get full-time jobs, you're going to have about 15 or so. 

What if we look into an alternative of a feeder ring in the city of Las Vegas that has a lot of bare rooftops and photovoltaic panels as part of the desert that they're built 
on. 

I mean, wouldn't that sustain a lot more jobs for a lot longer time?� These are things to think about. 

I'd also like to say that the Environmental Protection Agency is identified about, just in California alone, 350,000 acres of ground fill contaminated by all the brown field 
that will be fine for a large-scale project. 

There are a lot of things to do.� We'd like you to consider ACEC nomination alternative that we're going to submit and have probably quite a few groups that we know 
sign on to, probably at the end of October. And it's actually an alternative that doesn't include the approval of the Stateline and Silver State Project.� It actually asks that 
we form the entire ACEC.� We have that linked on our website, Basin and Rainforest.� I'd like people to look at it. 

24-3 So from my side I question you why didn't you move south towards into the California side? That area between desert, which is on the railroad tracks, and Primm can't 
be used for anything. That side of that mountain can't be used for anything. It's the perfect place to go. 

think I asked a question and I don't think I heard the answer. How come you don't move the project south towards the desert? 

Casey again here, sir. That was my point earlier. The checkered part that you have, if you moved to there, you'd have no impact on off-road racing. We can't race there. 
There's no corridor through there. There's the Lucy Grays and the Calvada Wash area that we use is running --you've already got a little corridor through there, but if you 
move your project down to where the checkers are at, that's what I was saying before, you're moving towards the town of Nipton and you're still in Nevada, you 
wouldn't affect us at all if you did that. 

I'm sorry, Daryl just pointed it out, we're just looking at it there, if you moved to there, we have no problem with it. We can't race there anyway. 

30-2 This location was proposed for inclusion within a desert tortoise conservation area in the United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s original 1994 Desert Tortoise  (Mojave 
Population) Recovery Plan underlining the ecological importance and environmental sensitivity of the project site. Because of the sensitivity of this site, the BLM must 
make a good faith effort to consider alternative sites for this proposed power plant. 
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30-5 The NEPA implementing regulations specify that NEPA documents must analyze a full range of alternatives including “reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction 
of the lead agency” (40 C.F.R. § 1502.14). Based on the information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (40 C.F.R. § 502.15) and the 
Environmental Consequences (40 C.F.R. § 1502.16), the NEPA document should present the environmental impacts of the proposed action and the alternatives in 
comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public 

In order to comply with the spirit and letter of NEPA, the EIS must consider alternatives that meet the project goals and not simply propose “straw man” alternatives that 
can then be dismissed from further consideration. We suggest that the agencies consider the following reasonable alternatives in addition to any proposed action: 

(1) Las Vegas RMP Plan Amendment Alternatives 

(a) No Development Alternative. This would amend the Las Vegas RMP to make the entire 13,043 acre project area unavailable for energy development. 
(b) Desert Tortoise Conservation Alternative. This would amend the Las Vegas RMP to comply with conservation recommendations made by the USFWS in its Biological 
Opinion1 for the ISEGS project to make the entire 13,043 acres unavailable for energy development and would designate the area as an ACEC or addition to the existing 
DWMA to conserve desert tortoises and preserve essential connectivity within the Ivanpah Valley. 

(2) ROW Issuance Alternatives 

(a) No Action Alternative as is required by NEPA. 
(b) Public lands that are not desert tortoise habitat. 
(c) A private lands alternative under which the project is built on private lands only. 
(d) A green energy alternative that would use distributed energy such as “roof top” solar and other technologies to avoid the need for construction of a power plant. 

Full analysis of these alternatives will help clarify the need for the proposed project, provide a baseline for identifying and fully minimizing resource conflicts, facilitate 
compliance with the BLM’s FLPMA requirement to prevent the unnecessary and undue degradation of public lands and its resources, and will help provide a clear basis 
for making an informed decision. 

31-2 There is so much more land in Nevada that can be used for this project. Please consider the negative outcome of using this land. 

33-1 Im writing you this email in regards to the proposed solar project at state line. There has to be somewhere better to plan this project. 

36-2 We need solar power, I agree, but we can do it on the other side of the road so it doesn’t stop our desert racing there. There is plenty of room, we would just like to be 
included in the decision making. 

38-2 I oppose any and all closing of BLM lands for Solar projects as there are many better choices for location of these solar farms. 

42-2 I feel the Bureau of Land Management should be looking for alternatives in brown fields near urban developments and should be advocating photovoltaic systems on 
roof tops over the destruction of so much biological diversity on such large tracts of land. 

43-5 Finally, this project will require the destruction of thousands of acres of intact public lands, which are owned by the American people. Few organisms will survive on the 
footprint of this power plant. I believe that it is unacceptable to sacrifice ecologically intact public lands while there are thousands of acres of disturbed lands, such as 
former agricultural lands and contaminated sites identified by the EPA, in Nevada. The Draft EIS should seriously consider a private land alternative like the current 
Beacon Solar Energy project in California, as well as a large-scale rooftop photovoltaic project, such as Southern California Edison's projects in the Inland Empire of 
southern California. This type of project could be repeated many times over in Nevada, with minimal impacts to wild lands and wildlife. And the Beacon Solar Energy and 
SCE projects prove that this type of project is viable. 
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51-3 

Comment ID Comment
 

The Council feels strongly that the SEIS for the Silver State South project should include an alternative specifically designed to conserve wild desert tortoise populations 
in the Ivanpah Valley. This alternative should be designated the “preferred alternative.” The conservation alternative should (1) preclude siting Silver State South on any 
of the 13,043 acres of public lands managed by the BLM that are targeted by First Solar (Silver State Solar, LLC) in its rightof-way application. The conservation alternative 
should (2) preclude any further development of BLM lands in the Ivanpah Valley by setting aside all those remaining public lands for conservation (with the possible 
exception of Ivanpah Dry Lake). Similar to this, the Council (2011) proposed that a conservation alternative be incorporated and designed as the “preferred alternative” 
in the environmental impact statement on First Solar’s right-of-way application for 
the Stateline project. 

The conservation alternative should be the “preferred alternative” as it would give appropriate weight to the Federal mandate to conserve and recover the Federally-
threatened desert tortoise by protecting a significant subpopulation of tortoises. The conservation alternative should be the “preferred alternative” as it would protect 
the expanse of quality public lands managed by the BLM in the Ivanpah Valley as unfragmented habitat. 

Since the 1990 listing of the desert tortoise by the Federal government, “desert tortoise habitat has continued to be lost or degraded…, keeping tortoise populations in 
an insecure state…” (USFWS 2011b, p. 34). In the Ivanpah Valley, there is an opportunity to reverse rather than accelerate the deterioration, fragmentation, and loss of 
habitat. The conservation alternative would shield (a) lands not designated as critical habitat in 1980 and 1994 but subsequently found 
to support significant tortoise populations; (b) lands adjacent to critical habitat and for which development would have severe adverse impacts; and (c) lands that serve 
to connect critical habitat or parts of critical habitat and, in this case, the Mojave National Preserve. Protecting habitat is even more important today as the recent 
splitting of Gopherus agassizii and description of a new species of desert tortoise (G. morafkai) reduces the distribution of G. agassizii to about 30 percent of its former 
range (Murphy, et al. 2011). 

USFWS recognized the importance of limiting development in the Ivanpah Valley to protect habitat with its Section 7(a)(1) Endangered Species Act recommendations to 
the BLM on ISEGS. In its initial biological opinion (2010), USFWS urged that BLM amend the California Desert Conservation Area Plan to prohibit any further large-scale, 
energy facilities within the area bounded by Interstate 15, the California-Nevada stateline, and the Clark Mountains, an area 
that includes the proposed Stateline project. USFWS advised BLM that “the potential exists that this portion of the Ivanpah Valley may be disturbed and fragmented to 
the extent that desert tortoises and other wildlife populations may be severely compromised” (2010, p. 63). In its revised biological opinion on ISEGS (2011a, pp. 92-93), 
USFWS recommended that BLM amend its land use plans “to prohibit large-scale development within all remaining portions of the Ivanpah Valley to reduce 
fragmentation within the critical linkage between the Ivanpah 
Critical Habitat Unit and the Eldorado Critical Habitat Unit.” 

Given the information in the preceding paragraph, the Council feels that it is imperative that the SEIS fully analyze the BLM’s intent (or failure) to implement these 
USFWS recommendations. Either the BLM has new information that disproves USFWS’ contention, in which case new data in the SEIS should be presented and analyzed 
that the loss of an additional 4,000 acres will not seriously fragment critical habitats. Or, in the absence of supporting new data, the Council contends that the BLM is 
obligated to accept USFWS’ recommendation and reject the proposal to allow construction of this 4,000-acre project. In the absence of new data presented in the SEIS 
showing that fragmentation would not be significant and deleterious to regional of tortoise populations, the Council feels that BLM must reject this proposed project. 

These USFWS recommendations represent a conservation vision that merits recognition and implementation by BLM. If the BLM does not reject this proposed project, 
the Council believes that USFWS must acknowledge its statements about prohibiting additional large-scale development in Ivanpah Valley, and in so doing, issue a 
jeopardy biological opinion on Silver State South, a project that will introduce more adverse impacts to this sensitive, important area. 
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52-3 These projects should be placed in the least harmful locations near existing transmission lines and on already disturbed lands. 

As we and our colleagues at sister organizations have repeatedly stated, the best way to developrenewable resources is through comprehensive, pro-active planning by 
federal, state and local governments to identify the most appropriate areas for such development -- i.e., development zones -- and to guide development to those zones. 
See, e.g., letter dated June 29, 2009 to Interior Secretary Salazar and California's Governor Schwarzenegger and signed by 11 organizations, including our own, which is 
included as an attachment to this letter. 

52-5 That said, renewable development is not appropriate everywhere on the public lands and must be balanced against the equally urgent need to protect unique and 
sensitive resources, such as the threatened Desert tortoise and its habitat. There are many opportunities for development of renewable energy generation and 
transmission in the West and Southwest, including lands in Nevada, Arizona and California where solar energy resources are abundant, and we believe that the 
opportunities are sufficient to provide for solar energy development in an environmentally and economically sound manner. 

52-11 Alternatives are extremely important considering that public land-based renewable energy projects, individually and cumulatively, have resulted in the allocation of tens 
of thousands of acres of ecologically intact public lands to single-use, utility scale energy projects in just the past year. 

The range of alternatives must be carefully and methodically developed as a means to primarily avoid, and secondarily to minimize, adverse impacts to natural and 
cultural resources on our public lands, and especially because of statutory management requirements contained in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, the 
Endangered Species Act (Section 7(a)(1), and BLM’s policy for management of Special Status Species (Manual 6840). Alternatives to the proposed project, including 
alternative locations and reduced project sizes, need to be fully considered and analyzed. Alternative locations considered and analyzed should include those comprising 
lands, both public and private, that have little or no long-term ecological and conservation value. We strongly urge the BLM and the project applicant to thoroughly 
search for such lands and include them in the alternatives analysis. The justification in the FEIS for not analyzing other locations simply because the applicant has 
proposed projects elsewhere, including California, is clearly insufficient and contrary to the provisions of NEPA. 
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55-5 

Comment ID Comment
 

The National Environmental Policy Act requires evaluation of reasonable alternatives, including those that may not be within the jurisdiction of the lead agency (40 CFR 
Section 1502.l4(c)).  A robust range of alternatives will include options for avoiding significant environmental impacts. The SDEIS should provide a clear discussion of the 
reasons for the elimination of alternatives which are not evaluated in detail. A range of reasonable alternatives should include alternative sites and technologies; 
alternatives with reduced acreage, reduced MWs, or modified footprints; as well as alternatives that identify and avoid environmentally sensitive areas or areas with 
potential use conflicts. The alternatives analysis should describe the approach used to identify environmentally sensitive areas and describe the process that was used to 
designate them in terms of sensitivity (low, medium, and high). 

The environmental impacts of the proposal and alternatives should be presented in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for 
choice among options by the decision maker and the public (40 CFR 1502.14). The potential environmental impacts of each alternative should be quantified to the 
greatest extent possible (e.g., acres of pristine desert impacted, tons per year of emissions produced). 

Recommendations: 

The SDEIS should describe how each alternative was developed, how it addresses each project objective, and how it will be implemented. 


The SDEIS should identify and analyze an environmentally preferred alternative. This alternative should consider options such as downsizing the proposed project within 
the project area and/or relocating sections/components of the project to other areas, including private land, to avoid or reduce environmental impacts. 

The alternatives analysis should include a discussion of reduced acreage, reduced MWs, and modified footprint alternatives, as well as alternative sites. The EPA 
recommends consideration of a "desert or ephemeral wash avoidance" alternative for full evaluation in the SDEIS. The SDEIS should clearly describe the rationale used to 
determine whether impacts of an alternative are significant or not. Thresholds of significance should be determined by considering the context and intensity of an action 
and its effects (40 CFR 1508.27). 

The EPA strongly encourages BLM and other interested parties to pursue the siting of renewable energy projects on disturbed, degraded, and contaminated sites, 
including fallow or abandoned agricultural lands before considering large tracts of undisturbed public lands. 
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NEPA Process Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

16-1 Hi, my name is Rob Mrowka, spelled M-r-o-w-k-a. And I have a question rather than a comment. I was going to ask Greg if he could expound a little bit about the need 
for an RMP amendment when the first phase wasn't found to need an amendment. 

20-1 My question is why are you asking for 13,000 acres when this project is only 2900 acres? 

17-4 Do you have an expected date for the draft Supplemental EIS to be available? 

24-4 The next question I have is the land that you want to acquire, it's public domain 
as we speak right now, it's BLM land, so are you buying this from the BLM? How do they get the land? 

So as we speak tonight, this project, this piece that I'm looking at there, has not been approved by the BLM? 

24-6 Is this the first public meeting you've had on this? No, that's what I mean, it's the third meeting of Primm, Las Vegas? It seemed to me like I might be wrong but it seemed 
to me like this meeting should have been six or seven months ago when people -- I mean, somebody spent a lot of money out there already. It sounds to me like this 
project is moving straight forward as fast as it can. 

The other thing I want to make real clear tonight, I'm one person with my son here representing Trac-On, but if it needs letters, how long do I have for letters before, to 
submit letters? 

I'm not sure whether you said it or this lady said it earlier, but I thought I heard somebody say they're going to make an amendment to the resource management plan. 

Well, correct me if I'm wrong, maybe, Bob, you can answer this, but I understand the resource management plan amendment costs thousands of dollars, literally 
thousands of dollars? 

27-2 In addition to an analysis of the impacts of the subject project on Clark County mitigation areas, we would expect to see in the NEPA process the development of 
mitigation by this project for loss of the mitigation actions previously funded by Clark County for non-federal actions covered by our incidental take permit. 

44-5 BLM land policy needs strong public review, as when these lands are lost or exploited, they are lost for generations or centuries, or until we cease to exploit lands on a 
large scale. Americans need wild public lands more that we need increased power generation. We must first apply significant conservation measures for electrical power, 
heating, air conditioning, before enlarging grid-power systems. 

49-1 As you know, in September and October 2010, the BLM issued a Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD), respectively, for a similarly proposed 400 MW project. However, 
the ROD and accompanying Right-of-Way lease/grant (Serial # N-85077) reflected a significantly reduced power generation facility of 50 MW onto which the facility was 
not to occupy more or less, 618 acres. You may also recall that comments facilitated by the Nevada State Clearinghouse (SAI# E2010-206) and provided to the BLM in 
spring 20 I 0 regarding the Draft EIS, were not incorporated into the Final EIS of September 20 I 0 because of an administrative error internal to BLM. Having participated 
in the previous project as a cooperating agency, NDOW met with the BLM on this matter in October 20 I O. NDOW was assured that comments to the 20 10 Draft EIS 
would be carried forward if and when another ROW application was received and the NEPA process would begin anew. The current project proposed by Silver State 
Solar Power South, LLC would seem to be the next phase of effort and NDOW welcomes participation at minimum 
in BLM's NEPA process as a cooperating agency. Because the proposed project is now on a larger ROW footprint, we also look forward in supplementing previous inputs 
as opportunities arise and which are conducive to GIS-based analyses. 
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51-3	 The Council feels strongly that the SEIS for the Sil ver State South project should include an alternative specifically designed to conserve wild desert tortoise populations 
in the Ivanpah Valley. This alternative should be designated the “preferred alternative.” The conservation alternative should (1) preclude siting Silver State South on any 
of the 13,043 acres of public lands managed by the BLM that are targeted by First Solar (Silver State Solar, LLC) in its rightof-way application. The conservation alternative 
should (2) preclude any further development of BLM lands in the Ivanpah Valley by setting aside all those remaining public lands for conservation (with the possible 
exception of Ivanpah Dry Lake). Similar to this, the Council (2011) proposed that a conservation alternative be incorporated and designed as the “preferred alternative” 
in the environmental impact statement on First Solar’s right-of-way application for 
the Stateline project. 

The conservation alternative should be the “preferred alternative” as it would give appropriate weight to the Federal mandate to conserve and recover the Federally-
threatened desert tortoise by protecting a significant subpopulation of tortoises. The conservation alternative should be the “preferred alternative” as it would protect 
the expanse of quality public lands managed by the BLM in the Ivanpah Valley as unfragmented habitat. 

Since the 1990 listing of the desert tortoise by the Federal government, “desert tortoise habitat has continued to be lost or degraded…, keeping tortoise populations in 
an insecure state…” (USFWS 2011b, p. 34). In the Ivanpah Valley, there is an opportunity to reverse rather than accelerate the deterioration, fragmentation, and loss of 
habitat. The conservation alternative would shield (a) lands not designated as critical habitat in 1980 and 1994 but subsequently found 
to support significant tortoise populations; (b) lands adjacent to critical habitat and for which development would have severe adverse impacts; and (c) lands that serve 
to connect critical habitat or parts of critical habitat and, in this case, the Mojave National Preserve. Protecting habitat is even more important today as the recent 
splitting of Gopherus agassizii and description of a new species of desert tortoise (G. morafkai) reduces the distribution of G. agassizii to about 30 percent of its former 
range (Murphy, et al. 2011). 

USFWS recognized the importance of limiting development in the Ivanpah Valley to protect habitat with its Section 7(a)(1) Endangered Species Act recommendations to 
the BLM on ISEGS. In its initial biological opinion (2010), USFWS urged that BLM amend the California Desert Conservation Area Plan to prohibit any further large-scale, 
energy facilities within the area bounded by Interstate 15, the California-Nevada stateline, and the Clark Mountains, an area 
that includes the proposed Stateline project. USFWS advised BLM that “the potential exists that this portion of the Ivanpah Valley may be disturbed and fragmented to 
the extent that desert tortoises and other wildlife populations may be severely compromised” (2010, p. 63). In its revised biological opinion on ISEGS (2011a, pp. 92-93), 
USFWS recommended that BLM amend its land use plans “to prohibit large-scale development within all remaining portions of the Ivanpah Valley to reduce 
fragmentation within the critical linkage between the Ivanpah 
Critical Habitat Unit and the Eldorado Critical Habitat Unit.” 

Given the information in the preceding paragraph, the Council feels that it is imperative that the SEIS fully analyze the BLM’s intent (or failure) to implement these 
USFWS recommendations. Either the BLM has new information that disproves USFWS’ contention, in which case new data in the SEIS should be presented and analyzed 
that the loss of an additional 4,000 acres will not seriously fragment critical habitats. Or, in the absence of supporting new data, the Council contends that the BLM is 
obligated to accept USFWS’ recommendation and reject the proposal to allow construction of this 4,000-acre project. In the absence of new data presented in the SEIS 
showing that fragmentation would not be significant and deleterious to regional of tortoise populations, the Council feels that BLM must reject this proposed project. 

These USFWS recommendations represent a conservation vision that merits recognition and implementation by BLM. If the BLM does not reject this proposed project, 
the Council believes that USFWS must acknowledge its statements about prohibiting additional large-scale development in Ivanpah Valley, and in so doing, issue a 
jeopardy biological opinion on Silver State South, a project that will introduce more adverse impacts to this sensitive, important area. 

52-6	 Despite our fundamental belief in the critical importance of agency-guided development of renewable energy, rather than dev eloper-initiated development, we invested 
a great deal of time and effort into the “fast track” projects last year, and will engage on individual projects, such as this one, in 2011. 
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52-9	 Based on our recent experience in analyzing and commenting on many NEPA documents for fast-track renewable energy projects in the California Desert and Nevada, 
which were published by the BLM, we strongly recommend that BLM pay particular attention to developing accurate and factual sections of the NEPA document for the 
proposed project for 1) purpose and need, and 2) alternatives to the proposed action. 

52-15	 BLM in Nevada and California need t o pursue a coordinated approach to address cumulative impacts of existing and planned developments, but, even more importantly, 
a sufficiently robust habitat conservation strategy for the entire Ivanpah Valley. Such a strategy should address recovery of the Desert tortoise through sustained habitat 
protection and necessary habitat enhancements, such as highway fencing, culverts or other devices to provide for movements of individuals, maintaining gene flow and 
elimination of unnecessary impediments to connectivity in both California and Nevada. 
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Project Design Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

3-3 Please leave a corridor or stay on just one side of the railroad tracks so we can access BLM (Public) land. 

12-1 Hillside development--preserving all hills 12% above. 

15-2 And we're not necessarily against renewable energy, it's just the size and the location of a lot of these applications that are of great concern. 

17-1 Can you just explain how this is different in terms of footprint from the previous project, Next Light project? 

20-1 My question is why are you asking for 13,000 acres when this project is only 2900 acres? 

22-1 I have two questions. What's the duration of the permit that's allowed for this project? What about restoration of it (the site)? 

And you're also proposing that you're putting in a new power line that's going off of this solar plant next to the grid that's already existing; is that correct? 

And the power is going to where? California? 

Okay. And my final question is it seems to me that it would have been more productive all the way around for everybody involved if it would have been put in a less 
populated or used area, not populated but less used area such as in the California side of the state line there, of course not in the Mojave or the tortoise area but why 
wasn't it or was that considered? 

And my last question would be he mentioned before on the California/Nevada border there, is there some reason it didn't cross into the California border? 

23-1 What will back this up? Where is the gas or the coal, whatever that will be generating at night? There's no storage facilities, is there, with this solar plant? 

Part two of that, you say approximately 350 megawatts. Is that based on a nameplate rating of 24 hour operations or for an average of say ten hours a day? 
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24-5	 Well, judging and looki ng and looking at the markers that I've looked at out there, they've pretty well landlocked and taken away the Roach Lake portion for any kind of 
off-road racing over there. And I can tell you right now, people can tell me all day long, I don't have a problem, we'll find a corridor for you. Once again, when you take 
200, 300 high horsepower cars and trucks and run them through there, you've got a problem. They're going to have a problem with it. 

If somebody wants to give us a letter that says for the next 20 years we won't say anything, no problem, but it won't happen. It isn't going to happen. Whoever runs the 
company is going to go, No way, we're not going to sign a letter like that. That will shut off racing in Southern Nevada as we know it right now if that project goes in. 

A couple of things. When Daryl is talking about your washing them, that's because wherever you got them already, there is no off-road racing of cars and trucks. Come 
out here, I invite you to come here December 2nd, watch the racing and you will go, oh, my God, there's no way we can have this. 

We went through this experience with the ones in Eldorado Valley and the same thing, I sat at the meeting and listened to the man say, No problem. Three or four 
months later, Sorry, your race can't come through anymore. Now we can't go into Eldorado Valley anymore because of the panels. 

Well, you know, once again, sir, I'm not trying to pick on you but in my background, my history, I've seen this happen a hundred times. We're going to work with you, 
we're going to work with you, we're going to work with you. You won't affect us. And then pretty quick, Hey, you guys can't be here anymore, we've got to stop this, 
and you just close down all the corridors right here. 

Once again I proposed routes for a March race right through your lines right there, and we get anywhere near you within a mile or two, you've got a problem. I 
guarantee you there will be a problem with the dust, just the dust, not to mention rocks, debris flying off the cars. Pit access. We have a proposed pit right there on the 
edge of Roach dry lake. You're talking 4, 500, maybe 700 vehicles going in and out of there across the public access at the end of the NDOT right-of-way across the 
railroad tracks there, the county right-of-way. There's a big impact. 

25-3	 The last question I have is if we look at the lower section of the blue, looks like we've got something checkered below that. What exactly is that? 

Okay. So that area has been studied right there where I'm seeing it appears to be like, you know, a checkerboard going down? 

Is that area going to be used or is that in question at this point? 

30-3	 The proposed Stateline PV project that would be located ne arby just north of the Nevada/California border expects to generate 300 megawatts from a 2,000 acre plant. 
Based on those numbers, a 300 megawatt plant would require about 3,000 acres. In asking for 10,000 acres more than it needs the Silver State Solar, LLC, ROW 
application amounts to an extraordinary land grab that needs further explanation. 

50-2	 Other parts of the requested ROW would impinge upon sites  identified by CCDOA as necessary for stormwater and flood control purposes to serve the SNSA. 

Subsequent to the publication of the underlying FEIS, CCDOA finalized its planning 
studies regarding additional sites that will be necessary to ensure adequate stormwater and flood control protection of the SNSA.5 In September 2009, CCDOA applied to 
BLM for a ROW permit for the lands necessary for implementation of the SNSA flood control plan. (See serial no. NVN-087969, attached as Exhibit A). That application is 
still pending, and use of the sites for flood control purposes will be evaluated in the EIS for the SNSA. 

50-4	 while CCDOA neither supports nor opposes the Project, the actual ROW application 
under consideration by BLM covers considerably more land than has been identified as necessary for the siting ofthe Project itself. This is a critical distinction because 
CCDOA has serious concerns about potentially conflicting uses within the broad ROW at issue in the SEIS. CCDOA is committed to ensuring that any new infrastructure in 
southern Nevada is compatible with the siting, construction, and operation of the SNSA. In light of that fact, CCDOA files these comments on the Proposed Project. 
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50-5 The 13,043-acre ROW requested for the First Solar South Project encompasses a 
considerable amount of the land previously identified as part of the Overlay District for the SNSA: namely, all or parts of the T.26S, R.59E Sections 14, 27, and 34; and 
T.27S, R.59E, Sections 9 and 10. In addition, the proposed ROW would also encompass the two entire sections of land required by CCDOA for flood control for the SNSA, 
and addressed in CCDOA's 2009 ROW application to BLM (T.26S, R.59E, Sections 23 and 26). See Map at Exhibit C. This raises two significant issues for consideration in 
the SEIS. 

First, we remind BLM of its express commitment to not authorize land uses that would preclude the siting of the SNSA stormwater facilities.7 CCDOA is currently 
planning to use all or parts ofT.26S, R.59E Sections 14,23,26,27, and 34 for flood control purposes needed to support the construction and operation of the airport. 
Therefore, in the SEIS for First Solar South, BLM must examine the degree to which granting the full 13,043-acre ROW would interfere with the proposed SNSA and its 
ancillary facilities, and deny any part of First Solar's application that is incompatible with the uses proposed in the SNSA EIS. 

In the underlying FEIS, BLM adequately addressed of the issue of FAA regulations at 14 CFR Part 77, which require that any party proposing to construct a structure taller 
than 200 feet or within 20,000 feet of a proposed airport must provide notice to the FAA through FAA Fonn 7460 and receive a Detennination from the FAA regarding 
whether the proposed structure or structures are hazards to air navigation. CCDOA recommends that the SEIS incorporate a similar discussion of these critical regulatory 
obligations and include a mitigation measure such as MM HAZ-6. 

50-7 Due to the proximity of the First Solar South Project to a proposed commercial service airport, any drainage or stonnwater detention system constructed in conjunction 
with the Project should be consistent with FAA's guidance for avoiding wildlife attractants near airports.  As part of its commitment to ensure compatible land uses near 
the SNSA (see Section 1, above), BLM has an obligation to ensure the Project complies with FAA guidelines. Therefore, the SEIS should also include a mitigation measure 
to prevent wildlife attractants near the planned airport. Per FAA's guidance, planning should address design requirements for any flood controVdrainage or water 
detention systems and also address plans to avoid trash and debris that may attract wildlife. 

55-1 It is our understanding that the Supplemental EIS will proVIde new information on these two phases of the proposed project. The EPA is unclear, however, if the newly 
proposed First Solar South will utilize the same Phase II and Phase III locations that werc evaluated in the Silver State FEIS, or new areas within the larger ROW boundary. 
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Purpose and Need Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID	 Comment
 

52-10	 The purpose and need statement should not simply indicate that BLM is responding to an applicant’s right of way applicatio n, as it has done for this and previous 
renewable energy projects. 

55-4	 The Supplemental Draft Environmen tal Impact Statement should clearly identify the underlying purpose and need to which the BLM is responding in proposing the 
alternatives (40 CFR 1502.13). The purpose of the proposed action is typically the specific objectives of the activity, while the need for the proposed action may be to 
eliminate a broader underlying problem or take advantage of an opportunity. 

Recommendation: 

The purpose and need should be a clear, objective statement of the rationale for the proposed project. The SDEIS should discuss the proposed project in the context of 

the larger energy market that this project would serve and discuss how the project will assist the state in meeting its renewable energy portfolio standards and goals.
 

The Silver State FEIS stated previously that the proposed project has been designed to deliver power to both the Nevada market, via Nevada Energy's Walter M. Higgins 

Power Generating Station, and the California market, via Southern California Edison's proposed 220 kilovolt (kV) upgraded Eldorado-Ivanpah Transmission project.
 
According to the California Governor's office, California may already have sufficient renewable energy projects pending, in which case imported renewable energy from
 
the neighboring states may not be needed.
 

Recommendation: 

The SDEIS should clarify whether power generated from the First Solar South project will be delivered to the Nevada market or the California market and if power-

purchase agreements have been signed.
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Non-Substantive Silver State Solar South Project 
Public Comments 

Comment ID Comment
 

2-1 Greetings BLM, I would like to comment on the proposed solar project in Primm, NV. Specifically the First Solar proposal to construct photovoltaic panels, and related 
right-of-way appurtenances, including a substation and switchyard facilities. 

3-1 I race several races in Primm. We no longer can race at so many places, it’s ridiculous. People are starting to call Mexico the “Land of the Free” and they mean it. Of 
course with Mexico’s problems, we are more free than they are, but eventhe (sic) idea of some people actually thinking our country is not free any more should be an 
alarm. Desert Racing is all about freedom, and indeed we are loosing (sic) a lot of that freedom lately. 

8-1 After just experiencing a rather large power outage here in Southern California, one would think I would be all in favor of a proposed solar energy plant, but after 
reviewing the requested land requirements of the proposed project, I strongly advise against it. 

13-1 As a Las Vegas native, born and raised here since 1958, I have seen the area grow to what it is today. My family owned and started the Lee Canyon Ski area at Kyle 
Canyon. We also owned and started Nevada Airlines which was the first airline to start flying tours to the Grand Canyon out of Las Vegas. I myself have been involved 
with several different tour and travel related businesses in the area and have experienced the effects of some very good and very bad development decisions, planning 
issues, and growing problems that the Las Vegas Valley has endured. 

Please remember that first and foremost this is a city, like any other, and that approximately 2.5 million residents will have to live with the decision that you make 
regarding these projects. 

It is my understanding that these projects in whole have however become the problem of Nevada and the people that live in Las Vegas and the use of this area as we the 
people do not reap any of the benefits of either of these projects. 

15-1 And anyway, I'd like to thank Greg Helseth for opening these meetings up to public comment.� I know you'll probably have more public participation tomorrow night up 
in Vegas, but the last time we were all here it didn't go quite as well as the California meeting. 

But anyways, I'm actually with a group that we formed as sort of an advocate called Basin and Range Life.� We formed this group primarily because we're concerned 
about the high volume of large renewable energy applications. 

18-1 Did you say you have people here from First Solar? Okay, I thought that. How many plants do you have in the area or around the country? Well, I was asking how many 
you had over the country. You didn't answer that. 

16-3 I'll take another bite at the apple. Rob Mrowka. And I just wanted to thank the 
BLM and First Solar for having this meeting and affording the opportunity for those of us who attended the opportunity to speak. The meeting at Stateline conducted by 
the California BLM, which kind of relates to the last gentleman's statement, they did not allow for questions and answers and it was an unfortunate situation. But I just 
want to commend the BLM of Nevada and First Solar for their openness in accepting comments. 
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19-1 I have a question for First Solar. Can you enlighten me on the financing for this project? 

How is this being paid for, funded? 

Price per acre. This is a lease, right, a 30-year lease? 

So does that cost per acre accelerate during the 30-year period or how does that work? 

Right. So as a Nevadan I would like so see, you know, if there was an increase, just like anything as time goes on, if it's going to be a potential 30-year lease I would, you 
know, like to know that we're getting a fair price here. 

Even though it's government lands, it's for public use which now energy is part of that. I mean, I'm not trying to make a problem here, I'm just saying just because it's 
government land doesn't mean that we have to stick with the same price for say 30 years. I mean, there should be some kind of cost of living. Is there something built 
into this contract? 

My comment is in reference to the fact that Nevada has 85 percent government land and, therefore, we are going to have a significant number of projects in Nevada, 
which if created in the appropriate corridors that will not impact existing 
communities. This one I think is a good project in terms of location; however, my concern is that with the number of projects that we may experience here in the 
state of Nevada over the next 30 to 50 years, where is the credit to the people or funds that would come back somehow to the state of Nevada? I just think 
this is out of balance. I think any state that is substantially impacted by solar or wind projects, that a portion of that money that goes to the U.S. Treasury, a portion 
of that should definitely come back to the state and should be used for education, health, additional parks to be created. I find the leases a little too open and they 
need to be negotiated a little tighter for the benefit of the residents of the state that is going to house these future projects. 

20-3 My question is is there an estimate on what the North plant is going to be paying per acre for lease? Do you have any kind of an estimate? 

This question would be for First Solar. Do you find that to build the plant --you've also built plants in California. Is it easier to do it here in Nevada than it is in California, is 
that why you're building this plant? 

So if you would have had the same conditions and if you could move it closer to California where it's going, the power is going to be sent to, wouldn't it make more sense 
to do that? 
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24-1 The questions I have, I've looked at your maps, and my background is off-road races, putting on races. I've lived in Las Vegas my entire life. 

From my side all I've seen is the land being encroached on. I know it doesn't matter to most of the people here at the table because you live somewhere else and you 
don't live in Southern Nevada, but every time you turn around, if you live here, we're losing another piece of land, another piece of land is gone. 

You can't race here anymore because somebody is doing something here, a pipeline or whatever it might be. I'm all for taking care of our country and taking care of our 
government, the people that live here, but what I see on your map up there, you're encroaching on the land that we use. 

But it looks like you've encroached this way onto the Roach dry lake area. So from where I'm standing, at this point I'm totally against it. 

The other question I have, and maybe you can answer it, how much government money is -- is any government money involved with this? 

Well, I have one other comment. I was here in the field working a couple of days ago about I'd say last Friday, in fact, and I noticed a lot of the surveyor markers and 
flagging is up out there, and it looks to me like it's the boundaries of what I've seen on the map right there. 

The question I have is it looks to me like it's moved a lot further along than just this 
meeting. Listening to this lady speak over here, somebody's put a lot of dollars into this so far right now. 

I want to make it real clear, I'm one person here tonight. I guarantee you I can get 5,000 to 10,000 letters sent in that is against the project, because there's a huge 
following in the off-road community and those are the people that participate here. Do the letters have to be from Nevada only? 

25-2 Does that raise a big red flag if they determine that, yes, we're going have to clean them now? I mean, does the flag go up? Does it create a problem? Is there a situation? 
I understand they know how to do this, but is it a situation where now you go back to the BLM and say, yeah, that raises -- we've got some concerns with 
that, and that's what my dad is worried about in the long run. 

I've got a question. I think the biologists can answer this. You mentioned at one of the meetings X amount of acres were allocated for these projects, this is going back 
about a year and a half, two years ago. Do you remember what that number of acres was? And it wasn't in one spot, it wasn't one location, it was scattered. Do you 
remember what that was? 

42-1 I am concerned about public land being considered for a proposed solar project that is being requested by First Solar on approximately 13,000 acres in Primm, Nevada. 
As a tax payer and longtime user of the proposed Primm/ Jean land area, I 
would like to suggest that the First Solar site be removed from consideration for large scale energy developments. 

What is the BLM receiving from First Solar to approve this project? There must be some type of monetary offering. 

44-7 Across my life, I have heavily visited public lands for foot travel recreation and for study. For 15 years I visited the Mojave Desert areas several times per year, while 
before and since, I have visited about once per year, as I now live over 400 miles away. However, I hope you will consider personal reasons such as my own pleasure and 
education. Many people who fail to speak up share myinterest (sic) in 
the Mojave, which is increasingly surrounded by heavily increasing population. This too, is a problem, and multiple use policies must be reviewed with the recognition 
that most uses which impact public lands diminish our heritage and future, as well as the present experience of those who choose uses with lightest impact. 

45-1 Good morning. I looked at both the Federal Register and Southern Nevada BLM website and note there is no announcement as to when/where public meetings are to be 
conducted. There is also no way, that I can find, locate the Supplemental EIS to the Final EIS for this project. Please either send me the link to this information and/or the 
electronic copy of the SEIS. Thanks. 
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47-1	 I am resending this email as I still have not received a response. How am I suppose to make any comment when I cannot find what cahnges there are to the FEIS? 

50-3	 Because the proposed Project differs in sig nificant ways from the Silver State Solar 
Project originally studied by BLM in a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) 
(serial no. N-85077; ROD issued on 10113/10), BLM has determined that a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) must be prepared and has invited 
CCDOA to comment on any potential conflicts between the proposed Project and construction or operation of the SNSA. 

CCDOA meets regularly with First Solar representatives concerning its project near 
Primm (the ''North'' Project), which is currently under construction, and also concerning the proposed First Solar South Project. CCDOA and First Solar have worked 
successfully to reach conceptual agreement on a proposed plan of development for the Project that would not interfere with construction and operation of the SNSA. 

52-1	 Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments to he lp guide the preparation of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (“SEIS”) and Proposed 
Amendment to the Las Vegas Resource Management Plan, for the Proposed Silver State South Solar Energy Project. The Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) published 
a Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS”) for the Proposed Silver State Solar Energy Project in August 2010 and approved the Silver State North Solar Energy 
Project, a 60 MW facility on approximately 600 acres of public land in the Ivanpah Valley on October 12, 2010. The purpose of the SEIS is to further evaluate the 
environmental impacts of the second phase of overall project, the proposed Silver State South Solar Energy Project, a 400 MW facility which would be located within a 
13,043 acre right of way application area involving public land also located in Ivanpah Valley in the vicinity of Primm, NV.  These comments are submitted on behalf of 
Defenders of Wildlife (“Defenders”), the Natural Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) and the Sierra Club, all non-profit public interest conservation organizations. 

Defenders has 1.1 million members and supporters nationally, including 3,900 in Nevada and 67,000 in California. Defenders is dedicated to protecting all wild animals 
and plants in their natural communities. To this end, we employ science, public education and participation, media, legislative advocacy, litigation, and proactive on-the
ground solutions in order to impede the accelerating rate of extinction of species, associated loss of biological diversity, and habitat alteration and destruction. NRDC has 
over 1.2 million members and online activists nationwide, more than 250,000 of whom live in California. NRDC uses law, science and the support of its members and 
activists to protect the planet's wildlife and wild places and to ensure a safe and healthy environment for all living things. NRDC has worked to protect wildlands and 
natural values on public lands and to promote pursuit of all cost effective energy efficiency measures and sustainable energy development for many years. 

The Sierra Club is a national nonprofit organization of approximately 1.3 million members and supporters (approximately 250,000 of whom live in California) dedicated 
to exploring, enjoying, and protecting the wild places of the earth; to practicing and promoting the responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; to educating 
and enlisting humanity to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human environment; and to using all lawful means to carry out these objectives. The Sierra 
Club’s concerns encompass protecting our public lands, wildlife, air and water while at the same time rapidly increasing our use of renewable energy to reduce global 
warming. 

The initial right of way application for the proposed project was received by BLM on 8/25/2008 and supplemented by another application for additional lands on 
2/24/2011. The proposed project (Silver State South) includes installation of photovoltaic panels and related ROW appurtenances, including a substation and switchyard 
facilities, and project decommissioning. Assuming that a typical photovoltaic solar project requires approximately 10 acres to produce 1 MW, the footprint of the 
proposed project would cover approximately 4,000 acres. The location of the proposed project within the right-of-way application area was not provided in BLM’s public 
scoping notice. 

54-1	 I’m using this section for my comments in geneal, which are not specific to the EIS itself. Trac-on is making this comment and represents over 700 consistent weekend to 
weekend OHV users (i.e. not 3 time a year casual OHV users).  Please note this while reading the comment of the overall representation. 
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The Silver State Solar Energy project was initially launched as the Silver State South Solar Project (NVN-085077) and Silver State North Solar Project (NVN-085801). In 
2009-10, the projects were merged into one project under one application (NVN-085801) located on 7,840 acres of public land east of Primm, Nevada. Initially, the 400 
megawatt photovoltaic project was proposed in three phases: Phase 1 - 60 MW; Phase 2 - 140 MW; Phase 3 - 200 MW. The Bureau of Land Management approved the 
60 MW Phase 1 portion of the project in the October 12, 2010 Record of Decision, but did not approve Phase 2 or Phase 3. In response to this action, Silver State Solar, 
LLC has submitted a new right-of-way application (NVN-89530), which expands on the previous ROW application, for the construction of a new, solar energy facility on 
13,043 acres of public land east of Primm, Nevada. The proposed solar energy project would consist of PV panels, a substation and a switch yard. 
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13-2 I do support the idea of responsible green and renewable energy and understand the impact that it could have on the entire southwest region. I can only hope that the 
agencies involved will consider all aspects of the project or projects impact on Southern Nevada and the Southwest as a whole. 

15-5 And I'm not going to go into the details of the problems with that project, but the cumulative threat to a lot of these lands are adding up with the Stateline Project on 
this side and Silver State 13,000 acre right-of-way. 

It's very large and I'm told that it will probably be about 4,000 acres.� That if you take a look at the size of what's out there now, the 400 acres, you're going to have to 
surround that eight times that amount solar panels. 

21-3 Actually I should probably also ask about the cumulative effect in the whole Ivanpah Valley. I'm sure he will evaluate that too. 

26-2 In the EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) for the related Silver State Solar Energy Project (N-085077 2800 (NVS3100)), we did not find an assessment of the direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts that the project would have on areas where MSHCP actions have been funded.  These areas include, at a minimum, the areas noted in our letter 
addressed to you dated July 14, 2010 (see attached). We request that the BLM address this issue in the subject analysis and use the Supplemental EIS opportunity to 
analyze these impacts for the entirety of the Silver State Solar Project, including those areas addressed by the prior EIS (N-085077 2800 (NVS3100)) and the subject 
Supplemental EIS, and to recommend appropriate mitigation for the permanent loss of MSHCP mitigation areas. 

30-1 Unfortunately, the proposed location of the First Solar South project is on resource-rich public land making it a very poor choice of site for a power plant project. The 
First Solar South power plant project including a photovoltaic solar plant and associated facilities would occupy 13,043 acres of federal land managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM). The project would be located on relatively undisturbed public lands that provide high quality habitat for the listed desert tortoise, and if 
approved would have significant direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on desert tortoises and their habitat, rare plants, ground water, and visual resources. 

30-7 The NEPA documents should provide a detailed review and analysis of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed project and all associated 
infrastructure including roads and transmission lines on the desert tortoise population. 

Department of the Interior Order No. 3226 mandates that the BLM must consider the impacts of each proposed alternative with respect to global climate change in its 
NEPA reviews. The agencies should use the recently released USGS desert tortoise habitat model to determine likely changes in desert tortoise habitat quality in the area 
and the importance of the desert tortoise habitat. In addition to addressing climate change in the cumulative effects analysis, the DEIS should address the carbon 
footprint of the project and any losses to carbon storage and sequestration it will engender. 
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30-20 The DEIS must considered the cumulative effects of this project in combination with all the other consumptive uses that are occurring on these public lands including
 
grazing, off road vehicle activity, energy projects, and mining. New transmission line projects have the potential to open up more lands to energy (or other) 
development, placing wide swaths of habitat at risk, and greatly increase degradation and fragmentation of habitats and important wild land areas and have lasting and 
damaging impacts. The project will act cumulatively with the many other energy developments that are planned for the area. 

The NEPA documents must explain the monitoring programs that will be in place to monitor the short and long term impacts of the project. This should include the 
timelines, and estimated costs and sources of funding for the monitoring programs. 

BLM is obligated under FLPMA to “minimize adverse impacts on the natural, environmental, scientific, cultural, and other resources and values (including fish and wildlife 
habitat) of the public lands involved.” [43 U.S.C. §1732(d)(2)(a)] Other laws, including the Endangered Species Act and the California Endangered Species Act also entail 
the need for mitigations to minimize impacts. BLM is required to consider measures to mitigate potential environmental consequences in its NEPA analysis. [40 C.F.R. § 
1502.16] The NEPA implementing regulations define "Mitigation" to include: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 
(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action. 
(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. 

The DEIS should explain the mitigation measures that will meet all these requirements including “Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of 
an action”. The primary mitigation for impacts to desert tortoise, rare plants and other special status species should be acquisition of compensation habitat since this is 
the only mitigation measure that will offset the habitat loss.  Acquisition of habitat should be accompanied with enhancement measures to compensate for the net loss 
of habitat. These measures may include removal of  livestock, fencing where appropriate, invasive species control, small scale restoration projects, acquisition of water 
rights and route closures. 

The DEIS should describe the restoration and rehabilitation activities that will be required for habitat disturbed during construction. For example, construction material 
yards will lose their native vegetation, have their soils compacted, and increase the amount of wind and water erosion while leaving these areas at an increased risk of 
weed invasion. Transporting materials, labor, and equipment in and out of construction areas will also have their own set of impacts that must be minimized. 
Construction may also require the use of “temporary” roads that will require extensive rehabilitation if they are not to become permanent intrusions on the landscape. 
Rehabilitation of desert habitat is a long, slow and uncertain process. 

43-1	 First, I am concerned about the cumulative impacts of a ll of the proposed solar and wind facilities on the desert. The EIS should consider the possibility that many of 
these projects will be built, and what effect this will have on the integrity of the ecology of the desert, as well as impacts to visual resources and water use. Indeed, the 
BrightSource Ivanpah project is already underway and it will seriously damage the integrity of the Ivanpah Valley. Is the loss of tens of thousands of acres of public land 
in the public interest? 

44-4	 The Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System, already under construction, will impact the area and enlarging that impact severely diminishes the wildlife corridor effect 
that remains. 
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50-6	 It is critical to understand the degree to which the following aspects of the First Solar South Project would affect both amount and rate of stormwater flows to the SNSA 
Site: 

• Increased impervious surface (because of paved access road, new buildings, and
 
new parking lot);
 
• Altered rate of flow due to cumulative effect of the solar panels from both projects (Silver State North and South) and First Solar's stormwater infrastructure (e.g., 
berms, debris basins, and level spreader detention basins); 
• Altered rate of sediment flow due to impacts to up gradient vegetation; and 
• Potential increased amount of flow (if the project applicant proposes to truck in substantial quantities of water per year). 

For that reason, CCDOA recommends that the SEIS examine the direct effects to existing drainage patterns and the cumulative effects to drainage, taking into account 
the SNSA drainage plans. CCDOA has already provided a detailed planning report for the proposed SNSA stormwater facilities to the BLM Las Vegas Field Office for use in 
the SNSA EIS. CCDOA stands ready to provide additional copies of this report or any additional information that may assist the BLM or project applicant. 

51-1	 We concur with the BLM’s assessment in its Notice of Intent that key issues relative to Silver State South include impacts to threatened and endangered species. There is 
no more important issue to consider, in our view, than the direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project to the Federally-threatened desert tortoise (Gopherus 
agassizii) and the cumulative impacts of this and other developments to this unique species and its habitat in the Ivanpah Valley. 

The Council is deeply concerned about the significant adverse impacts to desert tortoises from the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System (ISEGS) and the Silver State 
North solar projects already under construction on nearly 3,582 and 618 acres, respectively, of what was once high quality, occupied habitat. The Stateline project 
proposed by First Solar (some 2,200 acres) and the Silver State South solar project (with an estimated 4,000 acre footprint) would expand the destruction of desert 
tortoise habitat to over 10,000 acres. The remaining habitat will be seriously fragmented. Together, the four solar projects threaten the survival of the Mojave desert 
tortoise as a viable population in the Ivanpah Valley. 
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Comment ID Comment
 

The alternatives mentioned in the scoping notice show some effort to address these impacts but not nearly enough. Given the enormous impacts of the BrightSource 
Ivanpah project on the Desert tortoise and its habitat, it is incumbent on BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to determine whether the Ivanpah Valley can 
sustain any further degradation and loss of habitat without  irreparable harm to the Desert tortoise populations not only in Ivanpah Valley, but in the Eastern Mojave 
and Northeastern Mojave Recovery Units, and adversely impact recovery of this declining and threatened species. Lastly, we strongly  ecommend that BLM review the 
adequacy of the biological resources survey for the proposed project because there are some species that have a very high probability of occurring on the project area 
based on their documented occurrence at the Ivanpah SEGS site. Two such species are the Western burrowing owl and American badger, and there are several more. 

We have repeatedly asked BLM in both California and Nevada to assess the current and projected ecological conditions in the entire Ivanpah Valley region given the 
current and projected loss of natural biological communities due to existing, proposed and planned land use projects in this region, including a number of large scale 
solar projects. 

Furthermore, we have advocated that BLM complete such a regional assessment before continuing to process solar energy project applications in either California or 
Nevada. That analysis should precede and inform any new project proposals and alternative project designs in this area. We strongly urge the BLM to suspend processing 
of current and future right-of-way applications in the Ivanpah Valley as a whole until the ecological health of the habitat and the conservation needs of the Desert 
tortoise and other at-risk species are determined in a systematic manner utilizing subject matter experts from the relevant agencies, academic institutions and 
professional organizations. We do not consider a cumulative effects analysis under NEPA to be substitute for a comprehensive ecological analysis of the Invapah Valley 
region. 

We are deeply concerned over the significant adverse impacts to Desert tortoises and their high-quality habitat in the Ivanpah Valley due to the 3,500 acre Ivanpah 
and the 618 acre Silver State North solar projects that are already under construction. The proposed project and the proposed Stateline solar project in California would 
expand these impacts by approximately 6,000 acres (Stateline – 2,000 acres; Silver State South – est. 4,000 acres). 

High quality, occupied Desert tortoise habitat in the Ivanpah Valley links similar habitat and Desert tortoise populations in the Eastern Mojave Recovery Unit and the 
Northeastern Mojave Recovery Unit. Even using the new recovery unit boundaries in the revised recovery plan for the desert tortoise, it is clear that this area remains a 
key connectivity pinch-point between the populations and recovery units. Hagerty et al. (2011) also shows that the Ivanpah Valley is a critical movement corridor for 
desert tortoise gene flow. 

The FWS determined that loss of connectivity in the vicinity of Primm, Nevada would likely create a nearly closed population in the southern end of the Ivanpah Valley, 
largely due to topographic constraints between Ivanpah Valley and Cima, located in the far southern reaches of Ivanpah Valley. Furthermore, FWS in the Revised 
Biological Opinion for the Ivanpah SEGS (pp. 75-76), stated: 

Although the available information does not support a conclusion that connectivity
 
would be lost in the vicinity of Primm, leading to population-level genetic and
 
demographic effects in the southern end of the Ivanpah Valley, the existing effects
 
of fragmentation caused by the LSTS fence, Interstate 15, Primm, and the Clark
 
Mountains are likely to be exacerbated by the development of the ISEGS facility.
 
Although culverts and underpasses, north of Primm and west of Roach Lake, and
 
between Yates Well Road and Nipton Road, offer some small potential for
 
population connectivity to this area, we have concluded that dispersal of desert
 
tortoises through these underpasses does not likely contribute significantly to
 
population connectivity. This lack of significant connectivity has resulted in a
 
population west of Interstate 15 that is completely or nearly isolated from the
 
remainder of the desert tortoise population in the southern end of the Ivanpah
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52-8	 Valley. 

The isolated population west of Interstate 15 is significantly smaller than the 
minimum viable population size identified in Service (1994), indicating that it 
is highly vulnerable to demographic stochasticity and genetic deterioration.The development of the ISEGS facility in the area occupied by this isolated 
population is likely to promote or exacerbate these effects by reducing the 
area available to this population and introducing additional mortality sources 
that may reduce population recruitment or create demographic imbalances. 
The potential mortality of juvenile individuals on the ISEGS project site will 
also likely have some effects on population recruitment (i.e., individuals 
reaching reproductive age). In addition to exacerbating demographic and 
genetic effects within this small population, the ISEGS facility would further 
fragment the small population west of Interstate 15 by constraining 
connectivity between populations east and west of the facility. However, 
because population connectivity would still remain to the north of Unit 3 and 
BrightSource would install culverts underneath its access road to alleviate 
fragmentation associated with it, we anticipate that populations to the west 
and east of ISEGS would still largely be connected. 

It is clear from the revised biological opinion for the ISEGS project, dated June 10, 2011, that the FWS was concerned about the already compromised and potentially 
isolated Desert tortoise population occurring west of I-15 in the Ivanpah Valley. Thus, it is essential that BLM, in consultation with FWS, fully analyze and disclose the 
implications that the proposed project would have on the continued viability of the Desert Tortoise generally east of I-15 and to carefully determine 1) how and where 
habitat connectivity and gene-flow occurs, and 2) how it can be maintained and enhanced. 

52-12	 Cumulative impacts of the proposed project, and other e xisting and reasonably foreseeable land uses, on at-risk species and their habitats on a regional scale need to be 
carefully analyzed. 

Cumulative impacts need to be analyzed and considered in the context of various laws and regulations pertaining to management of public lands in the Ivanpah Valley 
region, including lands in Nevada and California. Impacts must be assessed within a management framework that includes the Endangered Species Act, Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act, and BLM Manuals 6840 (Special Status Species Management), 6500 (Wildlife Habitat Management) and 4180 (Public Land Health). 

Regarding cumulative impacts, we strongly urge BLM to consider the impact of the following existing and foreseeable land uses on the greater Ivanpah Valley, its 
ecological condition, and its biological communities: 1) Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System; 2) I-15 Freeway; 3) gas and electrical transmission facilities; 4) Stateline 
solar project – proposed; 5) Joint Port of Entry station – proposed; 6) High Desert Xpress railroad; 7) Ivanpah airport – planned; and 8) Kern River Gas Pipeline extension 
– proposed. 

53-1	 All environmental impacts need to have their cumulative impacts analyzed in association with the impacts from the existing and other proposed projects in the Ivanpah 
Valley area. 
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Since cumulative impact often occur at the landscape or regional level, we are particularly concerned about the impacts associated with the influx of large" scale 
renewable energy project in the lvanpah Valley. 

The cumulative impacts analysis should identify how resources, ecosystems, and communities in the vicinity of the project have already been, or will be, affected by past, 
present, or future activities in the project area. These resources should be characterized in terms of their response to change and capacity to withstand stresses. Trends 
data should be used to establish a baseline for the affected resources, to evaluate the significance of historical degradation, and to predict the environmental effects of 
the project components. 

For the cumulative impacts assessment, we recommend focusing on resources of concern or resources that are "at risk" and/or are significantly impacted by the 
proposed project, before mitigation. For this project, the BLM should conduct a thorough assessment of the cumulative impacts to aquatic and biological resources, 
including impacts to desert tortoise, especially in the context of the renewable energy developments occurring and proposed in the Ivanpah Valley area. As mentioned, 
cumulative impacts to desert washes and ecosystems are occurring and will continue to occur from multiple large solar installations in the desert, therefore cumulative 
impacts to this resource should be thoroughly discussed for this project as well. 

The EPA supports a regional assessment of the potential cumulative effects of other projects in the Ivanpah Valley to a range of resources, including aquatic, biological, 
and cultural resources. These findings should help inform current and future development proposed in the region. The EPA assisted in the preparation of a guidance 
document' for assessing cumulative impacts in California that we find to be very useful. While this guidance was prepared for transportation projects in California, the 
principles and the 8-step process outlined therein can be applied to other types of projects and offers a systematic way to analyze cumulative impacts for a project. In 
accordance with this guidance, the EPA recommends that the SDEIS identify which resources are analyzed, which ones are not, and why. For each resource analyzed, the 
SDEIS should: 

• Identify the current condition of the resource as a measure of past impacts. For example, the percentage of species habitat lost to date. 
• Identify the trend in the condition of the resource as a measure of present impacts. For example, the health of the resource is improving, declining, or in stasis. 
• Identify all on-going, planned, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area that may contribute to cumulative impacts. 
• Identify the future condition of the resource based on an analysis of impacts from reasonably foreseeable projects or actions added to existing conditions and current 
trends. 
• Assess the cumulative impacts contribution of the proposed alternatives to the long-term health of the resource, and provide a specific measure for the projected 
impact from the proposed alternatives. 
• When cumulative impacts are identified for a resource, mitigation should be proposed. 
• Disclose the parties that would be responsible for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating those adverse impacts. 
• Identify opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts, including working with other entities. 

Recommendations: 

The SDEIS should consider the cumulative impacts associated with multiple renewable energy and other development projects proposed in the Ivanpah Valley area and 

the potential impacts on various resources including: water supply, endangered species, and habitat.
 

The BLM and project proponents should conduct a regional assessment of resource impacts, given the number of projects under construction or planned for the region.
 

As an indirect result of providing additional power, it can be anticipated that these projects will allow for development and population growth to occur in those areas 

that receive the generated electricity.
 

Recommendation:
 
The SDEIS should describe the reasonably foreseeable future land use and associated impacts that will result from the additional power supply. The document should
 

Thursday, November 10, 2011 Cumulative Impact Page 6 of 7 



       

   
   

   

Comment ID Comment
 

55-2	 provide an estimate of the amount of growth, the likely  location of such growth, and the biological and environmental resources at risk. 

56-1	 My first issue is how the cumulative impacts of this project, the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating Station, the Stateline Solar Farm project and the potential Ivanpah 
Airport and Desert Express High Speed Train projects will be evaluated. 
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